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This study reconstructs the textual and editorial history of Josh 24 and related texts 
(most notably Josh 5:2–9 and Judg 2:6–9) as a case study for understanding the an-
cient editorial processes that produced the Hebrew Bible. It focuses on the docu-
mented evidence of editing; that is, variant versions of the same text. An analysis of 
the differences between the Septuagint (LXX) and the Masoretic text (MT) forms the 
core of the study, but texts from the Qumran and the Samaritan community are also 
discussed. Moreover, the relationship between the methods of textual, literary, and 
redaction criticism is examined, and it is argued that these should be integrated. Ac-
cordingly, this study aims at uncovering ancient editorial processes by bringing to-
gether many methods and approaches that are too often kept apart. 
The text-critical analysis demonstrates that the Old Greek version (OG) of Josh 
24 was translated from a Hebrew source text differing from the MT. This Hebrew 
source text and the proto-MT text once split from a common archetype, which can 
be reconstructed by discerning secondary readings in the OG and the MT. While both 
traditions contain secondary readings, the OG is earlier in general. The MT particu-
larly exhibits intentional editing guided by nomistic and harmonistic tendencies. This 
editing, dated to the last centuries BCE, constituted both additions and radical edito-
rial interventions such as omissions of whole verses. 
The literary- and redaction-critical analysis concludes that the basic text of Josh 
24 was a Persian period nomistic text which grew gradually through both small and 
large editorial interventions. This editorial history can be uncovered with a modest 
degree of probability when literary and redaction criticism is controlled with infor-
mation gained from text-critical evidence. However, the study also finds limitations 
to this methodology, such as the inability to reconstruct earlier omissions and rewrit-
ing. Moreover, this study observes that the Samaritan Joshua texts likely reflect a 
version of Josh 24 which does not yet contain all the secondary additions, offering 
additional support for the literary-critical model presented in this investigation. 
Finally, the study refines our knowledge of editorial techniques used by Second 
Temple Jewish scribes when they created and transmitted sacred texts. Book endings 
and seams have especially attracted substantial editing. While addition was the most 
common editorial technique, more radical editorial intrusions were also employed, 
 
especially for ideological reasons. The study concludes that substantial changes were 
made to the texts of the Hebrew Bible even in the late Second Temple period. More 
research is needed concentrating on these editorial processes and their ideological 
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1.1 Documented Evidence of Editorial Processes 
The aim of this study is to reconstruct the textual and editorial history of Josh 24 and 
related texts as a test case for understanding the ancient editorial processes that 
produced the Hebrew Bible. First, I will undertake a text-critical analysis of all the 
extant textual witnesses. This analysis illuminates the latest stages of the textual and 
editorial history. Second, I will offer an outline of the editorial history of Josh 24 that 
is not visible in variant versions, in the light of patterns observed in the text-critical 
evidence. This twofold analysis is then complemented with a collation and examina-
tion of various editorial techniques utilized by Second Temple Jewish scribes in cre-
ating Josh 24. This offers tools and guidelines for studying the editorial history of the 
Hebrew Bible in a more reliable way. Moreover, it offers an opportunity to discuss 
the methodological relationship of textual, literary, and redaction criticism.1 There-
fore, although focusing on a single text, this study has several implications for the 
basic methodology of biblical criticism. 
 The Hebrew Bible is a product of an ancient creative scribal culture.2 Most of 
the texts of which it is comprised are not the work of one author, but have gone 
through several stages of successive editing.3 For ancient Near Eastern compositions, 
                                                     
1 In this study, literary criticism refers to the German Literarkritik, which is also known as source crit-
icism. Literary criticism aims at understanding the prehistory of a text. It examines the unity or disunity 
of a given text and seeks to reconstruct the various sources and layers visible in its editing. Redaction 
criticism, on the other hand, focuses on the redactors responsible for creating the text out of the 
assumed sources. It seeks to describe their ideological motives and workings. 
2 See, for example, Van der Toorn 2007, 8: “Being a product of the scribal workshop, the Bible owes 
its existence to generations of scribes, each new one continuing the work of previous ones.” 
3 The term “editing” is not unproblematic. In this study, I speak about “editing” to refer to intentional 
changes made by ancient scribes during the creation, updating, and transmission of texts. Thus, it is 
understood in a rather broad sense. These scribal changes may differ considerably in size and intent. 
For example, both the change of a verbal form from third-person to first-person and the addition of a 
whole verse in the copying of a text count as editing. Editing is not necessarily connected to the crea-
tion of “editions” of a text—I am not sure if the term “edition” is helpful at all when speaking about 
ancient compositions. Therefore, “editing” is also different from “redaction” which refers to a wider 
and more systematic editorial effort to unify texts guided by a specific theological stance. One prob-
lem with the term “editing” is that it carries various modern connotation (this is also the case with 
terms such as “book” and “Bible”). These modern connotations should not affect the analysis; the 
evidence itself should lead to the conclusions. For a helpful discussion of issues related to the term 
“editing”, see Brooke 2017, 23–39. 
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this seems to have been the norm rather than the exception.4 Despite this, is it pos-
sible to uncover the editorial processes at play in the birth and transmission of the 
texts in the Hebrew Bible? How can a modern scholar reach methodologically sound 
conclusions on the complex histories behind these texts? Is the reconstruction of the 
earlier developmental stages of a given text viable if differing versions are not pre-
served in the textual witnesses? 
 Recently, there has been a surge of literature focusing on the editorial pro-
cesses related to the Hebrew Bible in the light of documented or “empirical” evi-
dence.5 It has traditionally been peculiarities—such as repetitions, contradictions, 
and inconsistencies—observed in single texts that have led scholars to assume the 
presence of editing and the usage of different sources.6 The proponents of focusing 
on documented evidence of editing have rightly noted that since we possess variant 
versions of the same texts this is where we should start. Such variant versions include 
parallel passages within single textual traditions (e.g. 2 Sam 22 and Ps 18 or 2 Kgs 18 
and Is 36 in the MT) and variant versions between different textual traditions (e.g. 
the LXX and MT versions of Jeremiah). This endeavor has been greatly fueled by the 
full publication of the evidence from Qumran, a newfound appreciation of the “re-
written” and Samaritan sources, developments in the textual criticism of the LXX and 
other ancient translations, and a growing awareness of the editorial processes of 
other texts from the ancient Near East. 
 Meanwhile, many have questioned the validity of studying editorial processes 
altogether, especially when the assumed prehistory of texts is in question. Some ar-
gue that the concept of an ancient “editor” or “redactor” is not useful at all.7 Others 
                                                     
4 This study focuses mainly on the Hebrew Bible and other ancient Jewish texts. To name a few studies 
concentrating on the editorial and compositional processes of other ancient Near Eastern literary 
works see, for example, Tigay 1982 & 1985 on the Gilgamesh Epic, Abusch 1990 on the Akkadian 
witchcraft text Maqlû, Odorico 1994 on the annalistic texts of Tiglath-pileser III, and Milstein 2016, 
76–146 on the use of “revision through introduction” in the Adapa Myth and Gilgamesh Epic. 
5 See the survey below. I prefer to speak about documented evidence, since it conveys more clearly 
the nature of our textual evidence. The term “empirical”—as used in several publications—is some-
what misleading, since it usually refers to experimental research. 
6 In German literature, these are called Kohärenzstörungen (“coherence disturbances”). See, for ex-
ample, Becker 2011, 55–63. For a brief English summary of literary-critical criteria see Steck 1998, 54. 
7 For example, Van Seters (2006, 297, 398–401) claims that the concepts “edition”, “editor”, and “re-
dactor” are anachronistic when dealing with the scribes of the antiquity. These concepts are, accord-
ing to Van Seters, based on an analogy drawn from the editorial activities of the European scholars of 
the Renaissance. Therefore, one should avoid these concepts when dealing with ancient history. Van 
Seters allows that there have been several additions and interpolations in the history of biblical texts, 
but he would not label these scribal interventions as “editing”. Instead, Van Seters argues for a model 
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accept that biblical texts have a long editorial history but argue that this history can-
not be reconstructed due to the complexity of the editorial processes.8 Furthermore, 
many argue that the study of the “final text” should be at the center of critical re-
search. This “final text” is usually the diplomatically chosen Masoretic version of the 
Hebrew Bible (MT). This approach results in the application of various synchronic and 
literary methods.9 Finally, some proponents of the importance of orality in the trans-
mission of the Hebrew Scriptures have questioned the validity of studying text-re-
lated scribal practices as such.10 
 This study participates in this discussion with a fresh examination of Josh 24 
and related texts. The book of Joshua was chosen since it offers a wealth of docu-
mented evidence of editorial processes. The principal textual witnesses reveal that 
in the Late Second Temple Period the book was circulating in various forms and was 
                                                     
of “ancient historiography” highlighting the creativity of authors. The criticism by Van Seters is partly 
valid but exaggerated. See, for example, the critical notions by Pakkala 2013, 63–66. Textual witnesses 
to the Hebrew Bible clearly illustrate that biblical texts were repeatedly changed by the ancient 
scribes. It is perhaps interesting to ponder whether the scribes responsible for these changes should 
be called authors, editors, redactors or something else. However, the analysis must go where the ev-
idence leads. In many cases, the evidence reveals creative changes which can, in my opinion, be called 
“editing”. Nevertheless, learning from the valuable work by Van Seters, one must keep in mind that 
“editing” is an etic term with anachronistic connotations, and the analysis should be guided by the 
textual evidence instead of modern meanings. 
8 See, for example, Ben Zvi 2005, 6; Lemche 2008, 379–392; Carr 2011, 4. 
9 Jan Fokkelman, for example, advocates a synchronic and narrative approach to the text of the He-
brew Bible. In his study of Genesis, he argues that diachronic methods have been greatly overempha-
sized in biblical studies. One should begin with a synchronic analysis focusing on the relationship be-
tween the text and the reader (or listener). After such an analysis, diachronic questions may turn out 
to be less necessary than often imagined (Fokkelman 1991, 2–3). A complete rejection of diachronic 
processes is perhaps limited to conservative scholars. For instance, Eugene H. Merrill (2008, 24–28) 
argues that modern theories on the editorial history of the Hebrew Bible rest “on the most tenuous, 
subjective evidence, all of which is based on the assumption that only religious developmentalism can 
account for the present shape of the Old Testament phenomena”. Merrill’s treatment of the textual 
witnesses to the Hebrew Bible reveals that his approach does not adequately consider all of the evi-
dence. He argues that differences between the textual witnesses are due to late production of trans-
lations and copies from a well-preserved Hebrew original. He dismisses without any textual arguments 
the fact that the witnesses from Qumran and the LXX often witness to earlier textual forms than the 
MT (Merrill 2008, 23–24). 
10 For instance, Ivan Engnell (1960, 17, 21–24) argued that “the anachronistic literary-critical method 
is out of date”. According to Engnell, this endeavor should be replaced with the Scandinavian traditio-
historical method, which seeks to analytically discern tradition unities and complexes behind the texts 
of the Hebrew Bible and their Sitz im Leben in an oral culture. The inconsistencies in the written 
sources, according to this view, are not due to editorial activities but a result of fusing different tradi-
tions together already in the oral stage. It is noteworthy that Engnell seemed to place a high value on 
the MT (1960, 20–21), and was negative towards the text-critical value of Qumran and the LXX in 
uncovering the textual history of the Hebrew Bible. In the light of modern text-critical research, this 
negativity should not be upheld. Even though orality plays a role in the work of the scribes, the plea 




being edited by different scribal circles.11 The last chapter of the book is important 
since it offers a plethora of textual variants between the MT and the LXX, and it has 
been used as evidence for various competing models for the wider editorial pro-
cesses related to the composition of the historical books. For this reason, Josh 24 
allows us to discuss editorial processes ranging from minor scribal changes to larger 
compositional issues. Josh 24 is also related to many other texts—e.g. Judg 2:6–9 and 
Josh 5:2–9—which allows textual analyses of editorial phenomena beyond this chap-
ter. Moreover, Josh 24 illuminates the phenomenon of editing the ending of an an-
cient composition.  
Even though Josh 24 has been the subject of many studies, scholarly opinions 
on the nature, date, and character of this theologically important text vary greatly, 
justifying a fresh examination. Josh 24 has also not yet been examined with a focus 
of integrating textual evidence of changes closer into the literary- and redaction-crit-
ical discussion. Furthermore, the evidence from the LXX has not been adequately an-
alyzed and utilized in the discussion. The focus of this study, which is to better un-
derstand editorial techniques in the light of text-critical evidence, is also new in rela-
tion to Josh 24. 
1.2 Current Trends in the Study of Editorial Processes 
The traditional methodology of biblical criticism makes a clear distinction between 
textual criticism (“lower criticism”) and literary/redaction criticism (“higher criti-
cism”). In this traditional framework, the textual development of biblical books is en-
visioned as a process with two distinct phases: the composition of the text, followed 
by the transmission of the text. Textual criticism deals with the latter, and seeks to 
recover the original form of a text as it left the hands of the final author or redactor. 
In other words, the textual developments studied in textual criticism are explained 
as secondary developments that have emerged—often accidentally—in the later 
copying of the manuscripts. Literary and redaction criticism, in turn, aims at recon-
structing the earlier prehistory of a text. Its task is to find out what sources were 
used, and how and why they were put together in the composition of a text. This 
                                                     
11 See section 2. 
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traditional view is seen in several books on methodology.12 Many early theories on 
the history of the book of Joshua also rely on this traditional view.13 
Two current trends are confronting the traditional view and challenging the 
way in which the editorial history of the Hebrew Bible is being researched. First, the 
methodological boundaries of textual, literary, and redaction criticism have been re-
vealed by many as being artificial.14 This is due to the existence of large-scale editorial 
differences in the textual evidence of the Hebrew Bible. For instance, LXX Jeremiah 
preserves a version of the book which is approximately 15% shorter than MT Jere-
miah. Their differences cannot be explained in any other way than by assuming that 
they present two distinct phases in the editorial development of the book of Jere-
miah.15 Further large-scale editorial differences are witnessed, most notably, by the 
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Samaritan sources. Since textual criticism illuminates the 
latest literary development of such texts, it is not possible to make a clear distinction 
between textual and literary/redaction criticism.16 Second, as already mentioned 
above, several scholars argue that the study of the editorial history of the Hebrew 
Bible should begin with an evaluation of textual evidence from variant versions. 
These documented cases of editing provide guidelines and controls for using the 
methods of literary and redaction criticism in outlining the literary prehistory of texts. 
These two trends should be kept in mind when examining recent studies on ancient 
editorial processes. 
 The strongest plea to integrate documented evidence of editing closer to the 
study of the literary and redaction history of the Hebrew Bible was put forwards by 
Jeffrey Tigay in the edited volume Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism. When par-
                                                     
12 See, for example, Steck 1998, 16, 18–20: “the task of text criticism is to confirm the ‘original text 
of the Old Testament’ - - by critically sorting out the Hebrew text form which exists in the Old Testa-
ment at the conclusion of the process of productive, written formation.” See also the characterization 
of the traditional view by Van der Meer 2004, 7–9. 
13 This becomes evident especially in section 4.3, dealing with literary and redaction criticism of Josh 
24. 
14 Some of this criticism is explored later in this section.  
15 Tov 2012, 286–293. Large scale differences between the LXX and the MT can be discerned at least 
in the Pentateuch, Joshua, Samuel-Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Proverbs, Esther, Daniel, and Ezra-Nehe-
miah. 
16 See, for example, De Troyer 2003, 127–128; Schenker 2003; Trebolle 2008, 437–463; Tov 2012, 
283–326; Aejmelaeus 2012, 3; Lemmelijn 2012, 203–207; Ausloos 2014, 358–375. More studies chal-




allel versions of the same text exist, Tigay referred to these versions as empirical ev-
idence of editorial processes. Several such instances can be found in the Hebrew Bi-
ble and ancient Near Eastern literature. The articles in the collected volume focus on 
the editing of, for example, the Pentateuch, 1 Samuel, Joshua, Jeremiah, Neo-Assyr-
ian Royal Inscriptions, and specific editorial techniques or traces of editing (e.g. con-
flation, assimilation, and the stylistic criterion for uncovering various sources). The 
overall aim of studying empirical evidence in the volume is to help in uncovering 
changes in the literary and redaction history of texts; that is, the editorial processes 
that have usually been studied based on clues within the single MT.17 
 To be sure, Tigay was not the first scholar to integrate textual evidence into the 
study of literary and editorial processes. Julius Wellhausen is often mentioned as one 
of the early pioneers who integrated textual evidence from the LXX to his literary and 
redaction critical models. In his study on the books of Samuel, for example, he often 
noted that the LXX holds earlier readings than the MT. In this manner, his reconstruc-
tion of the literary and redaction history of Samuel was preceded by a thorough anal-
ysis of the textual evidence.18 In the case of Joshua, one could also mention the 1955 
study Shechem: A Traditio-Historical Investigation by Eduard Nielsen. When Nielsen 
analyzed texts from Joshua and other historical books, he began with a thorough 
analysis of the changes visible in the textual witnesses (MT, LXX, and Peshitta). Only 
after the evaluation of these changes did he continue to the reconstruction of other 
layers and the dating of texts.19 
 After the publication of Tigay’s volume, however, the amount of studies focus-
ing on documented evidence of editing has seemingly increased. One can already 
speak of a new paradigm in the field of text-historical studies. Several studies have 
examined textual evidence of editing in single texts, compared the editorial pro-
cesses visible in different texts, or focused on specific editorial techniques. Mean-
while, they have also discussed the relationship of textual, literary, and redaction 
criticism. To create the backdrop for my study, I will next introduce and evaluate the 
claims of some of these studies. 
                                                     
17 Tigay 1985, 1–20. 
18 Wellhausen 1871. 
19 Nielsen 1955. 
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 In The Kings – Isaiah and Kings – Jeremiah Recensions Raymond F. Person seeks 
to illuminate the redactional processes of the book of Kings with “the use of text 
critical controls.” The focus of the study is on 2 Kgs 18:14–20:19 and 2 Kgs 24:18–
25:30. The textual evidence consists of the MT and LXX versions of these passages, 
as well as their parallel versions in Isa 36:1–39:8 and Jer 52:1–34 in the MT, the LXX, 
and 1QIsaa.20 Person’s conclusions have great implications for redaction criticism. Ac-
cording to his analysis, the MT versions of both passages in Kings seem to be late in 
relation to the other versions. Since most models of Deuteronomistic redactions 
have ignored the LXX and Qumran versions, they “all fail methodologically”. Person 
posits that the earliest version of the accounts, recoverable with the help of textual 
criticism, and the latest version present in the MT present two distinct Deuterono-
mistic redactions of Kings. He also contends that it is not enough to argue for redac-
tions based on language and themes, but that there must be a “significant difference 
between the redactional layers in order to distinguish one redactor from another.”21 
Without commenting on the details of Person’s textual analysis, it is important to 
highlight the methodological steps taken in the study. First, one needs to compare 
all the textual evidence and make conclusions on the editing that can be directly ob-
served. Only then should one discuss the possible editorial developments not dis-
cernible by comparing different textual witnesses.22 
 This methodological order stands in stark contrast with the methodology em-
ployed by Michaël N. van der Meer in his analysis of texts from the book of Joshua. 
His study Formation and Reformulation. The Redaction of the Book of Joshua in the 
Light of the Oldest Textual Witnesses seeks to clarify the relationship of textual, liter-
ary, and redaction criticism through the analysis of three case examples (Josh 1, 5:2–
13, 8:1–35). Van der Meer refers to the recent trend of seeking an “empirical basis” 
for the diachronic study of texts, but argues that there are several problems with this 
approach.23 The main methodological question in his study is what the implications 
of the textual evidence for methodology should be: “Should theories concerning the 
development of the biblical books be made dependent upon the often scanty and 
                                                     
20 Person 1997, 5. 
21 Person 1997, 7. 
22 Although Person does not take the second step far in his study, instead focusing only on the docu-
mented editorial layers. 
23 Van der Meer 2004, 13–14. 
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ambiguous textual evidence? Or conversely, should the diffuse variety of textual data 
be explained on the basis of a well-tested theory of literary developments leading up 
to their final form?” Van der Meer seeks to follow a third path in which both textual 
criticism and literary/redaction criticism are first kept apart and undertaken in their 
own right, and only the results are compared at a second stage.24 In practice, he turns 
to “generally accepted theories concerning the redaction history of Joshua” and com-
pares these theories with his analysis of the LXX and Qumran material.25 There might 
be some heuristic merit for this methodological order; it is certainly good to evaluate 
the results of literary and redaction criticism by comparing them with the analysis of 
textual evidence. However, the model of Deuteronomistic redactions proposed by 
Van der Meer as the “generally accepted theory” is ultimately based solely on the 
MT.26 There is no longer any excuse for prioritizing the MT over other textual wit-
nesses as a starting point for a historical analysis.27  
 So, to answer the questions posed by Van der Meer on the methodological pri-
ority between “ambiguous textual evidence” and a “well-tested theory of literary de-
velopments” I would suggest that these should not be juxtaposed. One should always 
begin with an analysis of all the available “hard” evidence. In this analysis, literary 
and redaction critical observations already emerge. Literary and redaction critical 
considerations should not be made apart from the analysis of textual evidence, but 
should be integrated into the analysis from the beginning. Rather than upholding a 
dichotomy of textual evidence and theories on literary development, these should 
be regarded as a continuum of textual development. Ultimately it is the nature of the 
evidence that dictates the methods. In this regard, it is easy to agree with Van der 
Meer that “the situation differs from composition to composition.”28 
 Indeed, with regard to the book of Joshua several scholars have noted the need 
to begin the study of the editorial history by first assessing textual evidence. In this 
process, literary and redaction critical issues are already present. The work of these 
                                                     
24 Van der Meer 2004, 16, 155–159. 
25 According to the analysis of Van der Meer, the texts of Joshua in LXX and Qumran are generally 
secondary in relation to the MT. Therefore, according to him, they do not function as documented 
evidence for the prehistory of the book of Joshua. See section 2.3.3.3. I will evaluate some of his tex-
tual arguments critically in section 3.4.2.3. 
26 Van der Meer 2004, 119–121. 
27 Dozeman 2011, 189–190: “The tendency among redaction critics is all too often to privilege or even 
limit research to the MT in determining the final form of Joshua or any book for that matter.” 
28 Van der Meer 2004, 17. 
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scholars show that keeping the methods apart, as Van der Meer seems to do, leads 
in inadequate results. For example, working with Josh 10, Kristin De Troyer argues 
that the latest editorial stages of the text are visible in textual evidence, since the 
Hebrew Vorlage of the OG attests to an Old Hebrew text which was later transformed 
into the MT. Thus, the MT in relation to the OG attests to the “final redaction of the 
book of Joshua.”29 This redaction consists of minor changes that are ideologically 
meaningful. For instance, through small alterations the editor created a concept of a 
“highly unified” Israel and highlighted the role of Joshua as the leader of this Israel.30 
If the analysis by De Troyer is correct, in Josh 10 this redaction is characterized by so 
small editorial changes that one could not possibly reconstruct them if working only 
with the MT. Therefore, the latest redaction of Joshua is lost if one does not begin 
with an analysis of the textual evidence. Another example of this approach can be 
seen in a short article by Adrian Schenker. Schenker argues that the Old Latin of Josh 
22 preserves the earliest recoverable textual form of the chapter. In this earliest re-
coverable text, for example, Josh 22:28 was missing, and it was only secondarily 
added to the text witnessed by the OG and the MT with the help of a Wiederauf-
nahme.31 Schenker notes that earlier literary and redaction critical research did not 
notice the variant version preserved in the Old Latin, and therefore did not take into 
account the latest editorial trajectories visible already in textual evidence.32 The ex-
amples analyzed by De Troyer and Schenker strongly suggest that starting with tex-
tual evidence is the correct way of proceeding when examining the editorial pro-
cesses of the book of Joshua and conducting literary and redaction criticism.33 
 This way of working is furthermore corroborated by the work of several textual 
critics, some of which have already been mentioned in footnote 16. In his influential 
introduction to the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Emanuel Tov devotes a 
whole section to the relationship between textual and literary criticism. He presents 
evidence from books that exhibit large-scale editorial differences between the tex-
                                                     
29 De Troyer 2017, 224. 
30 De Troyer 2017, 240–243. 
31 Schenker 2008, 419–421. 
32 Schenker 2008, 424. 
33 For other examples and studies see section 2.3.3. 
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tual evidence from LXX, MT, and Qumran. According to Tov, the last stage in the de-
velopment of several books is visible in the textual evidence.34 In addition to this in-
troduction, Tov has convincingly illustrated in two articles that this is also the case in 
the book of Joshua.35 The research by Eugene Ulrich should also be highlighted in this 
regard. Much of his influential work has been synthesized in The Dead Sea Scrolls and 
the Developmental Composition of the Bible, which offers a model of the develop-
mental history of the Hebrew Bible in the light of the pluriform textual evidence from 
Qumran. The volume contains a chapter on Joshua which, in my opinion, demon-
strates clearly that the editorial history of Joshua cannot be written without taking 
the documented evidence of editing into account.36 Finally, one should also mention 
the multifaceted research by Julio Trebolle Barrera in which one overarching theme 
has long been “the joint application of textual, literary, and redaction criticism”.37 
Trebolle has analyzed the textual evidence pertaining to several books in the Hebrew 
Bible. Several articles also deal with Joshua, showing that the textual evidence of ed-
iting in Joshua needs to be at the center of the study of editorial processes.38 
 In addition to analyses of specific texts and compositions, there have been 
some general studies focusing on the phenomenon of editing and specific editorial 
techniques in the light of documented evidence. In Evidence of Editing: Growth and 
Change of Texts in the Hebrew Bible, Reinhard Müller, Juha Pakkala, and Bas ter Haar 
Romeny explore fifteen passages from the Hebrew Bible of which variant versions 
have been preserved. The aim is “to demonstrate that substantial editing took place 
in the history of the Hebrew Bible.”39 In a way, the study is a response to the skepti-
cism of scholars who argue that the editorial history of biblical books cannot be re-
constructed.40 While defending the possibilities of literary and redaction criticism, 
however, it also reminds that literary and redaction critical models are hypotheses, 
and that it “would be a mistake to assume that literary-critical reconstructions are 
evidence of the same caliber as preserved textual witnesses”.41 The case examples 
                                                     
34 Tov 2012, 283–326. 
35 Tov 1999c and 2015b. 
36 Ulrich 2015, 47–65.  
37 Piquer Otero & Torijano Morales 2012, ix–x.  
38 Trebolle 2005, 401–413; 2008, 437–463; 2014, 231–256; 2016, 231–256. 
39 Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 1. 
40 Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 9–15. 
41 Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 15, 220–225. 
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presented in the study focus particularly on different editorial techniques that can 
be discerned with the help of textual criticism. The study then offers evidence on 
how the techniques of addition, omission, rewriting, and relocation functioned. This 
information on editorial techniques can further be applied to cases where editing has 
supposedly taken place but textual evidence has not been preserved.42 
 Documented or “hard” evidence of a specific editorial technique is at the core 
of Tracking the Master Scribe: Revision through Introduction in Biblical and Mesopo-
tamian Literature by Sara J. Milstein. Milstein focuses on the scribal technique of “re-
vision through introduction” in which a scribe inserts a new frontal introduction to 
an earlier text. When a new introduction is added, it changes the way that the text is 
interpreted by subsequent readers. The bulk of the study consists of four complex 
case studies from both Mesopotamian and Biblical literature. The Mesopotamian ev-
idence presents the clearest documented cases of revision. When the Assyrians 
transmitted the Sumerian Adapa myth, in one instance a long introduction was omit-
ted and in another instance a prologue was added.43 Different tablets of the Gilga-
mesh Epic also attest to frontal additions and omissions.44 The case examples from 
the Hebrew Bible derive from the book of Judges which, according to Milstein, “is 
replete with examples of revision through introduction”, with the method having 
been used in almost every narrative of the composition.45 In the case examples from 
Judges, Milstein does not rely directly on variant versions of the same text, but does 
discuss her findings in the editorial continuum which finds its latest developments in 
“hard” evidence.46 The importance of the work by Milstein in the study of editorial 
processes lies in two features. First, it combines various kinds of evidence from the 
ancient Near East and the Hebrew Bible, illustrating that the editorial processes of 
the Hebrew Bible are not unique in the ancient world. Second, it is among the few 
complete studies focusing on specific editorial techniques, which allows for tracing 
the use of the scribal method in other texts.47 
                                                     
42 The study of editorial techniques in the light of documented evidence is at the core of the current 
research by Juha Pakkala and Reinhard Müller. See, for example, the recent collection of articles Mül-
ler & Pakkala 2017. They are also currently working on a handbook of ancient editorial techniques 
(http://blogs.helsinki.fi/sacredtexts/teams/litcrit). 
43 Milstein 2016, 76–109. 
44 Milstein 2016, 110–146. 
45 Milstein 2016, 37. 
46 See, for example, Milstein 2016, 171–173. 
47 The scribal method of “revision through introduction” may have been used in the literary history 
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 Another study focusing on a specific editorial technique is God’s Word Omitted. 
Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew Bible by Juha Pakkala. Pakkala demon-
strates that in much literary and redaction critical scholarship it has been the implicit 
or explicit assumption that texts have been edited only through the addition of new 
material. It has been supposed that since the transmitted texts were considered an-
cient and sacred, the deletion of material was not permitted.48 Through the exami-
nation of several documented cases of editing, chosen from canonical and non-ca-
nonical sources, Pakkala illustrates that sometimes ancient editors deleted or re-
wrote parts of the material they were transmitting. According to Pakkala, docu-
mented evidence suggests that often the traditional assumption is true, and that 
texts have been edited mainly or almost entirely through expansions (e.g. the Samar-
itan Pentateuch and the book of Jeremiah). Addition seems to have been the most 
common editorial technique. However, the evidence also points in the other direc-
tion: even radical editorial processes are visible in the textual evidence. This is espe-
cially true of the later books in the Hebrew Bible (e.g. Esther and Ezra-Nehemiah). 
Pakkala suggests that conservative editorial processes were related to editing within 
an ideological paradigm, while radical editorial processes took place when there was 
a considerable paradigm shift (e.g. the destruction of the temple).49 The study of 
omissions turns out to have major implications for the study of the textual history of 
the Hebrew Bible. If ancient editors could omit and rewrite material, one cannot au-
tomatically assume that we can recover all the ancient textual forms, or that there 
was a continuation of ideas in the history of ancient Israel. In this way, the examina-
tion of a single editorial technique in the light of textual evidence turns out to have 
far-reaching conclusions. 
 Finally, one should note the recent edited volume Empirical Models Challeng-
ing Biblical Criticism, which aims at “correcting discussion on the efficacy of source 
and redaction criticism” with an assortment of articles devoted to documented cases 
of editing in Mesopotamian and Biblical literature. The articles themselves represent 
divergent views, having been written by different authors on various kinds of mate-
rial. In the introduction by Person and Robert Rezetko, however, the editors note 
                                                     
of Josh 24, when the historical summary (24:2–13) was secondarily added at the beginning of the 
chapter. See section 4.3.3. 
48 Pakkala 2013, 16–17, 88–91. 
49 Pakkala 2013, 351–369. 
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that much of recent scholarship has focused on the positive force of Tigay’s argu-
ment; that is, scholars have frequently used Tigay’s work as a confirmation for the 
possibility of sustaining as complex models of the editorial history of texts as the 
Documentary hypothesis of the Pentateuch. The editors themselves emphasize that 
they wish to take the cautionary side of Tigay’s work further. Specifically, they argue 
that the complex composite textual history of the texts in the Hebrew Bible can only 
be uncovered when traditional traces of literary activity are “paired with text-critical 
variants and other empirical data.” For instance, while textual evidence demon-
strates that Wiederaufnahme or resumptive repetition can be a trace of earlier edit-
ing in a text, Wiederaufnahme “by itself cannot be understood as reliable discernible 
trace” of editing. According to the authors, this also applies to other traces of editing 
such as grammatical problems and inconsistencies. Therefore, Person and Rezetko 
propose that in the future source and redaction criticism “must accept much more 
limited goals and objectives”. Scholars of textual history should focus on the extant 
texts and their plurality, since in the explanation of this evidence alone there are 
already dissenting voices and competing models.50  
 If the argument by the authors is followed strictly, scholars should not build 
models on the editorial history of texts when there is no supporting “hard” textual 
evidence. This would, according to these authors, be crossing the line of plausibility. 
However, two objections should be made. First, would it not be possible to build a 
cumulative argument on the prehistory of a text even if “empirical” evidence does 
not directly support the model? Much of the criticism by Person and Rezetko focuses 
on using single literary-critical criteria exclusively. This is certainly valid criticism. Nev-
ertheless, literary and redaction critics often base their conclusions of editing on mul-
tiple criteria; if several traces are visible together, the argument for editing is 
stronger.51 If the assumed editorial processes are also known from other docu-
mented cases of editing, the argument is even stronger. Second, the authors do not 
discuss the degrees of probability of different solutions. Textual scholars should be 
more explicit in evaluating the degrees of probabilities of their models. For instance, 
when extant textual witnesses corroborate editing, the probability of a model is high. 
                                                     
50 Person & Rezetko 2016, 14–35.   
51 For instance, Becker (2011, 56) emphasizes that the argument for literary disunity is often based 
on the interaction of many observations from various levels of argumentation (e.g. syntactical, linguis-
tic, and theological tendencies). 
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This seems to be the level at which Person and Rezetko are willing to work. If, how-
ever, the literary-critical solution is based on multiple traces in a single text and a 
well-known editorial technique witnessed by documented evidence elsewhere, I 
would argue that the probability of the model is lower but still acceptable. A scholar 
of history should not abandon proposing solutions on this lower level of probability, 
since the preservation of our textual evidence is random. In statistics, this lower level 
would probably be equated to a p-value greater than 0.05, which would certainly not 
be acceptable if, for example, the effectiveness of a medicine would be in question. 
However, since scholars of history cannot generate more evidence or design new 
experiments, it is important to propose even bold solutions on how to best explain 
the existing evidence. These objections aside, the criticism by the authors is valid, 
especially in relation to exceedingly complex models of the prehistory of the Hebrew 
Bible.52 
 To sum up, current trends in the study of the editorial history of the Hebrew 
Bible clearly point towards the necessity of examining documented evidence of edit-
ing. The comparison of extant differing witnesses of the same text provides the best 
possible basis for examining the editorial processes used in the creation and trans-
mission of texts in the Hebrew Bible. This is especially clear in the book of Joshua. 
While scholars focusing on documented evidence of editing agree on this point, there 
are some differences of opinion in how far we should proceed. Van der Meer was 
introduced as a proponent of implementing a text-critical evaluation of the evidence, 
but keeping it separate from a literary and redaction critical analysis based on the 
MT. In my opinion, this position cannot be preferred, since it essentially upholds the 
artificial separation between textual, literary, and redaction criticism. Since all these 
methods deal with similar scribal changes, it seems that they should rather “be im-
plemented hand in hand.”53 To be sure, it is pragmatic to keep the working stages of 
a textual analysis separate to some degree, but even in such an approach the pro-
cesses of textual, literary, and redaction criticism should be simultaneously kept in 
mind. The other point of disagreement relates to how far beyond documented evi-
dence of editing the scholar should go. Person and Rezetko are skeptical of literary-
critical solutions which assume editing without any documented evidence. Adopting 
                                                     
52 This point is discussed further in section 4.4.2. 
53 Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 225. 
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their view completely would hinder the possibility of going beyond the latest stages 
of formation of a text. This would also mean that the Hebrew Bible could not be used 
critically as a source when reconstructing the history of ancient Israel beyond the last 
centuries of the Second Temple period. In my opinion, scholars should be open to 
building models of the prehistory of a text even when direct documented evidence 
of editing is missing. There is enough external evidence to assume that, when used 
critically, the Hebrew Bible could also provide some information deeper into the his-
tory of ancient Israel. However, arguments concerning editorial history should be 
based on trajectories visible in textual evidence elsewhere, and be cumulative in na-
ture. The models should be evaluated on the basis of their explanatory power: how 
well does the assumption of earlier editing explain the extant evidence? 
1.3 The Outline and Aims of This Study 
In the light of the growing trend towards studying documented evidence of editorial 
processes, it is necessary to turn the focus on single important texts in the Hebrew 
Bible. This study is centered on an in-depth examination of the editorial interventions 
visible in Josh 24 and related texts. In section 2, I will introduce the evidence used in 
the text-historical study of the book of Joshua and examine the key problems related 
to each type of evidence. Here LXX Joshua will take up the biggest part of the discus-
sion, since many questions related to its usage are still under debate. Next, the text-
critical analysis of OG and MT Josh 24 in section 3 takes up a major part of this study 
and builds the backbone for further sections. This results in a model of the latest 
editorial developments of Josh 24. In section 4, I will sketch the editorial prehistory 
of Josh 24 in the light of the results of the text-critical evaluation and literary and 
redaction critical arguments. In this context, I will also discuss the role of Josh 24 in 
some key models related to the composition of the historical books. Finally, in section 
5, before the conclusions and discussion, I will ask how and why different editorial 
techniques were used by ancient scribes involved in the editing of Josh 24. This sec-
tion will offer guidelines for recognizing these techniques in other texts. 
 
The main research question of this study can be formulated as follows: How has the 
end of the book of Joshua been edited in the light of documented evidence, and what 
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does this tell about the ancient editorial processes that produced the Hebrew Bible? 
The specific aims and questions of each section are:  
 What kind of editorial processes can be observed from the documented evi-
dence (MT, LXX, Qumran, SamJosh) pertaining to Josh 24 and related texts 
(e.g. Josh 5:2–9)? What is the earliest textual form of Josh 24 inferable from 
textual evidence, and how and why has it been subsequently edited? (= doc-
umented textual history, section 3) 
 What is the most probable model explaining the literary and redaction history 
of Josh 24 in the light of documented evidence? How does this model corre-
late with wider theories on the composition of the Pentateuch and the his-
torical books? (= editorial prehistory, section 4) 
 What is the relationship of textual, literary, and redaction criticism? What are 
the strengths and challenges of integrating documented evidence into liter-
ary and redaction critical models? To what extent should the diachronic study 
of biblical texts even be done, and how accurate can it be? What kind of meth-
odological implications can we draw from Josh 24 for future text-historical 
studies? (section 4) 
 How and why did ancient scribes edit texts? Is it possible to discern the use 















2. Textual Witnesses to the Book of Joshua 
2.1 The Plurality of Joshua Texts in Second Temple Judaism 
There was no single book of Joshua in Second Temple Judaism. The extant textual 
witnesses reveal that the composition was circulating in various biblical and rewrit-
ten textual forms.54 The preservation of various textual forms for the use of modern 
scholars is largely due to the fortunes of history. The MT usually serves as an easy 
starting point for scholars of the Hebrew Bible. However, many scholars do not go 
further. Several commentaries privilege the MT when interpreting the book of 
Joshua.55 Most literary and redaction critical models have also been built based solely 
on the MT.56 In the post-Qumran age of textual criticism, this Masoretic privilege is 
not a sustainable position. The starting point of all text-historical studies should be 
the analysis of all the available textual evidence.  
 There are different questions and issues related to various pieces of evidence 
witnessing to the book of Joshua. Therefore, in this section I will introduce the basic 
types of evidence and examine the central problems related to their usage in the 
text-historical study of the Hebrew Bible. 
2.2 The Masoretic Textual Tradition 
The MT is not a single and stable text, but refers to a stream of textual tradition that 
began in the Second Temple period and continued developing throughout antiquity 
and the middle ages. The MT of Joshua is best preserved in the Leningrad Codex, 
dating from 1008 CE, which serves as the basis for the modern edition of the Hebrew 
Bible, and which is the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia also utilized in this study. Other 
notable partially preserved manuscripts attesting to the MT are the Aleppo Codex 
                                                     
54 This point was most recently explicated by De Troyer 2016, 330–346. The terms “bible”, “biblical”, 
and “rewritten” are problematic when discussing the Second Temple period, since they anachronisti-
cally project a modern concept of canon to ancient times. See, for example, Zahn 2011, 93–120. For 
pragmatic reasons, I will use the terms “Bible” and “biblical” for the textual forms that later became 
accepted as canon for various communities (MT, LXX). Therefore, the so-called rewritten and Samari-
tan Joshua texts are not included in these categories. This represents purely conventional etic termi-
nology and should not considered a statement on the priority, authority, or popularity of different 
textual forms in Second Temple Judaism. 
55 For instance, Soggin 1972 and Woudstra 1981 generally regard the variants in the LXX as later 
corruptions. 
56 See section 4.3. 
18 
 
(10th century CE) and the Cairo Codex (9th century CE).57 In the 18th century, Benja-
min Kennicott and Giovanni Bernardo De Rossi collected Hebrew variants from vari-
ous medieval and Renaissance manuscripts. Their collections—although not free 
from errors—may at times contain interesting variants, especially when supported 
by other textual witnesses.58 The fragmentary manuscripts from the Cairo Geniza 
(600–900 CE) also have a prominent role in uncovering the variants within the MT 
traditions. However, these fragments, along with those pertaining to the book of 
Joshua, remain understudied until this day.59 The Biblia Hebraica Quinta edition of 
the Hebrew Bible, based on the Leningrad codex but containing a substantially better 
apparatus than the BHS, is still not finished in the case of the book of Joshua.60 
 Even though the best manuscripts of the MT date from medieval times, the 
Dead Sea Scrolls demonstrate that a textual tradition close to the MT was already in 
use at the end of the Second Temple period.61 This text is referred to as the proto-
MT text.62 We do not know the exact wording of this textual form, but for pragmatic 
reasons it is usually assumed that it was close to the text of BHS, although without 
vocalization. The textual forms of the Aramaic Targums, the Syriac Peshitta, and the 
Vulgate also generally follow the MT.63 These versions will be consulted in this study 
only when their text markedly differs from the MT. 
2.3 The Septuagint of Joshua 
The oldest Greek translation of the book of Joshua (OG Josh) presents a textual form 
substantially different from the MT. Before a text-critical analysis of the differences 
between the MT and the OG of Joshua can be executed, however, three aspects of 
the LXX tradition of Joshua needs to be discussed. First, since a critical Göttingen edi-
tion of the OG text of Joshua is not yet complete and published, the textual wit-
                                                     
57 See, for example, Würthwein 1994, 10–13. 
58 Kennicott 1776 and De Rossi 1785. See Fox (2015, 17–18) on the usage of these editions in textual 
criticism. 
59 There are several fragments in the Cambridge Genizah collections witnessing to the book of Joshua 
(including Josh 24) which await closer scrutiny. See the catalogues of the MSS in Davis & Outhwaite 
2003a, 469–470 and 2003b, 518. 
60 https://www.academic-bible.com/en/home/current-projects/biblia-hebraica-quinta-bhq/ 
61 See, for example, Tov 2012, 24–25. 
62 Most variants in the Qumran scrolls conform to the proto-MT text, but also witness other tradi-
tions. See section 2.4. 
63 Würthwein 1994, 79–90; 95–99. 
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nesses, their groupings, the most important recensional qualities, and modern edi-
tions pertaining to the LXX will be examined to carry out the analysis with the best 
possible approximation of the OG text.64 Second, aspects of the translation technique 
of OG Joshua will be investigated. For this, I will rely mostly on past research. Consid-
ering that many text-critical arguments rely on the supposed literalness or flexibility 
of the translator, I will specifically ask how the translator handled his source text. 
Third, previous research on the relationship of the MT and the Hebrew Vorlage of 
OG Joshua will be critically surveyed in some detail. This will allow me to relate my 
conclusions to earlier scholarship. 
2.3.1 Reconstructing the OG 
2.3.1.1 The Sources 
When studying the Greek version of Joshua, one is confronted with a wealth of an-
cient sources. There are eight known majuscule manuscripts and some 100 minus-
cule manuscripts. These manuscripts date from between the 3rd century and 16th 
century.65 In addition, the variant readings found in the quotations in patristic litera-
ture and the daughter translations (chiefly Sahidic, Old Latin, Ethiopian, Armenian, 
and the Syrohexapla) have to be considered.66 
 The important preliminary work of collating and grouping the manuscripts of 
the LXX was done by Max L. Margolis already in the first half of the 20th century. He 
distinguished five families of manuscripts, which he named after the areas in which 
they were, according to him, preserved and revised: the Egyptian (E), the Syrian (S), 
the Palestinian (P), and the Constantinopolitan (C) group. In addition, there was a 
fifth Mixed (M) group of manuscripts. According to Margolis, the OG of Joshua is of-
ten best found in the Egyptian group, which includes the earliest extant version of 
LXX Joshua, the Codex Vaticanus (B) dating from the 4th century. Other manuscripts 
                                                     
64 The editing of a critical Göttingen text of LXX Joshua was in progress by Udo Quast, who sadly 
passed away before the work was completed. As of the date of the writing of this study, a new editor 
has not been announced. An earlier critical version was finished by Max L. Margolis, and has now been 
fully published in five fascicles (Margolis 1931–1938, 1992). Margolis’ edition is not without problems, 
however. These are explored later in the present section. 
65 See, for example, Den Hertog 1996, 3. 
66 Margolis 1927; Bieberstein 1994; Van der Meer 2004, 23–24. In this study, I will use the numbering 
of manuscripts developed by Rahlfs (1914) and used in the Göttingen edition. For an easy comparison 
with the designations used in the Brooke-McLean edition, see Jellicoe 1993, 361–369 (Appendix II). 
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in this group include 120 707 129 946, and three translations (Coptic-Bohairic, Coptic-
Sahidic, and Ethiopian).67  
 Later research has in many respects confirmed two aspects of Margolis' re-
search. First, the text of B and other manuscripts close to it are usually held to be the 
best representative of the OG. It is, however, not free from revision or errors, and 
cannot be used without taking the other manuscripts into account.68 Second, the 
groups established by Margolis are mostly sound, and the main features of the rela-
tionship of these groups have been corroborated by numerous scholars.69 The groups 
correspond closely with what in current Septuagint scholarship are called the Old 
Greek text (E), the Lucianic or the Antiochene recension (S), the Hexaplaric recension 
(P), and the Catena groups (C).70 Some problematic aspects of Margolis' grouping in-
clude the identification of these groups with certain geographical localities, and some 
details of the recensional activities. To give one example of the latter, Pretzl and 
Bieberstein have rejected the idea that the manuscripts in the C group are purely 
post-Hexaplaric, and have identified them with much earlier pre-Hexaplaric revi-
sional activities.71 Moreover, in many instances it is clear that Margolis assumed too 
readily that the translator of Joshua was translating a text similar to the MT.72 
 Thus, while Margolis' grouping of the witnesses is a good starting point, his 
conclusions cannot be accepted uncritically. In later times, scholars have significantly 
refined his work. I will now look more closely at some of the most important recen-
sions and manuscripts that need to be considered when evaluating the readings of 
LXX Joshua. These are the Kaige, Hexaplaric, and Lucianic or Antiochene recensions. 
Finally, I will also discuss the significance of the oldest Greek witness of LXX Joshua 
manuscript 816. 
 The Kaige-Theodotion readings in the Joshua material have been collected and 
thoroughly analyzed by Leonard J. Greenspoon in Textual Studies in the Book of 
                                                     
67 Margolis 1927, 307–323; Den Hertog 1996, 5–6. 
68 Margolis 1927, 316; Pretzl 1928, 419–420; Greenspoon 1983, 1–6; Den Hertog 1996, 9; Sipilä 1999, 
18; Van der Meer 2004, 23; De Troyer 2005b, 129. 
69 Pretzl 1928; Smith 1978; Bieberstein 1994; and Den Hertog 1996, 3–23. Bieberstein (1994, 15) no-
tes: “Die Einteilung der Gruppen selbst wurde von Smith geprüft und bestätig und kann daher über-
nommen werden.” Pretzl (1928, 377–427) used his own designations for the separate groups. The 
groups by Margolis and Pretzl have been compared by Den Hertog 1996, 5–6. 
70 Van der Meer 2015, 75. 
71 Pretzl 1928, 412–421; Bieberstein 1994, 32–36.  
72 For a concise summary of the criticism of Margolis' grouping see Van der Meer 2004, 30. 
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Joshua. In his careful study, Greenspoon first analyzes the 171 readings in the Greek 
Joshua material attributed to Theodotion, most prominently found in manuscript 
344, and compares them to the OG, on the one side, and to the MT on the other. 
These readings are then placed into six distinct categories. The overall conclusions 
are, first, that Theodotion revised the OG to a form of the Hebrew that is almost 
identical to the MT.73 Second, he clarifies the relationship of Theodotion with Aquila 
and Symmachus, concluding that Aquila used Theodotion rather than the OG as a 
basis of his revisions towards the Hebrew. In addition to using Theodotion as one 
source, he also knew the OG independently of Theodotion.74 Third, in consideration 
of the 96 characteristics of the Kaige recension, Greenspoon concludes that 37 of the 
typical Kaige characteristics are not relevant to the book of Joshua, and that Theodo-
tion in Joshua forms a part of the general Kaige recension.75 In addition, Aquila ap-
plied these characteristics with an even greater consistency.76 There are some minor 
details in Greenspoon's analysis that have been contested,77 but overall it is an im-
portant study to take into account when analyzing the readings in the Greek manu-
script material. It also reveals that the B-text in the book of Joshua does not contain 
as strong Kaige tendencies as is the case with Judges and parts of Samuel-Kings. 
 To the Hexplaric group, Margolis included manuscripts G 19 108 376 426 and 
the Syrohexapla. This recension is characterized by corrections towards the Hebrew 
text attributed to the hand of Origen.78 The designation of these manuscripts as the 
Hexaplaric group for the book of Joshua can be characterized as “scholarly consen-
sus” even today.79 Margolis divided the group into two subcategories. Subcategory 
P1 included the first four manuscripts, and subcategory P2 included 426 and the Syro-
                                                     
73 Greenspoon 1983, 7–218. 
74 Greenspoon 1983, 219–267. 
75 Greenspoon 1983, 275–276. There is, for example, no recension or tradition that would consist-
ently use καιγε to translate the Hebrew גם. As Greenspoon notes, this is, of course, no reason to aban-
don the existence of the Kaige revision in Joshua altogether. No one characteristic can be named as 
the most important feature of the revision. In addition, גם does not occur in Joshua as often as it does 
in many other books of the same length. 
76 Greenspoon 1983, 269–377. 
77 Auld 1986, 135–136. 
78 Den Hertog 1996, 10–12. 
79 Sipilä 2014, 261: “That we can now speak about the consensus is seen by the fact that the late Udo 
Quast also followed the similar understanding about the Hexaplaric text in his work on the Göttingen 
edition of the book”. 
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hexapla. He claimed that the latter subcategory reflected the Tetrapla. Sipilä, how-
ever, has shown that Margolis' hypothesis differentiating between the Hexaplaric 
and Tetraplaric material is unnecessary.80 He concludes: “I cannot show that the Tet-
rapla never existed in the traditional sense of the word, and I do not think that any-
one can. But it seems to me quite clear that the Tetrapla is not needed when explain-
ing various readings in the manuscripts of Joshua”.81 
 One of the disputed issues in the study of LXX Joshua is the existence of a Lu-
cianic or Antiochene recension for this book. Manuscripts 44 54 75 106 134 314 are 
usually seen as belonging to a Lucianic group of manuscripts in the book of Joshua.82 
According to Margolis, these manuscripts belonged to the Syrian group. The Old Latin 
version as preserved in the Codex Lugdunensis (La100) can also be included in this 
group.83 The major characteristic of this recension is not first and foremost correcting 
the text towards the proto-MT Hebrew text, but the aim of making the Greek style 
better. The typical secondary elements in the Joshua MSS correspond to those in 
other books. There is a tendency to stylistically improve the Greek language; in many 
cases, the language is corrected towards the standard Attic Greek dialect.84 In addi-
tion, among the secondary elements one encounters substitutions of unfamiliar 
words with more familiar ones, omissions of repetitive pronouns and unnecessary 
prepositions, harmonization, conflations, and clarifications of the text with minor ad-
ditions.85 The Lucianic MSS, however, have also adopted several secondary Hebraiz-
ing readings, probably from the Hexaplaric text. 
 On the other hand, the existence of a Lucianic recension for Joshua has been 
questioned altogether. The criticism against identifying a distinctly Lucianic text for 
                                                     
80 Sipilä 1998a, 16–38. 
81 Sipilä 1998a, 38. 
82 This was already observed by Hautsch 1910. The Lucianic MSS are different in the Octateuch than 
in Samuel-Kings. 
83 Margolis 1927, 312–313; Sipilä 1997, 331. The Codex Lugdunensis, dating from the second half of 
the 6th century, is the only Old Latin manuscript that contains the book of Joshua. For basic infor-
mation of the manuscript see Gryson 1999, 159–160. In addition to witnessing to Lucianic readings, 
this manuscript often goes its own way and contains several radical differences. See, for example, 
Schenker 2008, 417–425 and Sipilä 2014, 257–272. In the future, there should be a study focusing on 
the readings found in this manuscript and their importance for the textual criticism of the LXX and the 
history of the Hebrew text. 
84 Margolis 1927, 313. However, the issue is not always that clear. See Sigismund 2016, 30-35.  
85 Van der Meer 2004, 27. 
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the book of Joshua—and the whole Octateuch, for that matter—is voiced by Fer-
nándes Marcos. According to him, no groups of manuscripts of the Octateuch bear 
distinctive features of this recension, and no external evidence, that is quotations 
from the Antiochene fathers, support a Lucianic recensions for these books.86 Sipilä 
explores in two articles the Joshua quotations from the Antiochene fathers John 
Chrysostom and Theodoret of Cyrrhus. The analysis seems to strengthen at least the 
latter part the argument by Fernándes Marcos. According to Sipilä, there are no 
traces of typical Lucianic improvements in these quotations, and Chrysostom's cita-
tions should not be used as a source when studying the Lucianic text in Joshua.87 
Elsewhere, Sipilä has concluded that “the L text in Joshua is not preserved, if it ever 
existed in the proper sense of the word.”88 However, recently Sigismund has chal-
lenged the evaluation of the external evidence and concluded through a qualitative 
and quantitative analysis that the text used by Theodoret of Cyrrhus was Antiochian 
more than anything else.89 Resolving the issue of a Lucianic Joshua-text is beyond the 
scope of this research. This debate should, however, be considered when dealing 
with the manuscripts in this group.  
 Whether or not there was a distinct Lucianic recension, these manuscripts ex-
hibit many unique readings. Most of them seem to be secondary qualities. At times, 
however, one cannot escape the idea that the Lucianic manuscripts might have pre-
served Old Greek features in its unique readings. In such cases, it seems that the B-
text may have been influenced by early Hebraizing secondary revision.90 In the tex-
tual history of LXX Joshua, this is a relatively unexamined possibility.91 Many such 
readings will be dealt with in the textual notes of Joshua 24, and in two instances I 
                                                     
86 Fernández Marcos 1994, 12. 
87 Sipilä 1997, 353–354. 
88 Sipilä 2014, 267. See also Sipilä 1998b, 167–168. 
89 Sigismund 2016, 13–36. 
90 De Troyer 2005b, 148 notes: “...although I strongly believe that even Codex Vaticanus already con-
tains prehexaplaric corrections toward the MT.” 
91 In the case of the book of Joshua, this possibility has been recently explored by Sigismund 2012, 
626–634 and 2016, 13–36. In the study of the textual history of the four books of Reigns, the situation 
is different. In the so-called Kaige sections and sometimes even in the non-Kaige sections (Aejmelaeus 
2017, 169–184), the B-text is affected by early Jewish Hebraizing revision (Kaige or “Kaige-type”) and 
the Old Greek text is found in the Antiochene manuscripts. This line of research carries on the legacy 
of Dominique Barthélemy. See, for example, Kreuzer 2009 and Law & Kauhanen 2010. 
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will follow the readings in the Lucianic manuscripts and Old Latin instead of the B-
text.92 
 The oldest extant Greek Joshua manuscript 816 should also be mentioned here, 
since it is an important text reflecting mostly Old Greek readings. The text was edited 
and analyzed by De Troyer. From the study of this manuscript, an important reserva-
tion arises: namely, one should be careful when attributing revisional elements to 
recensions. Even though the text is independent of the Hexaplaric and Kaige revi-
sions, it revises in several parts the Greek text towards a Hebrew text.93 When ana-
lyzing the Greek sources, one should therefore be alert against too easily attributing 
revisions to for example Origen. De Troyer herself, in her edition, uses the term “(pre-
Hexaplaric) revision” for certain elements.94 Manuscript 816 and its contribution for 
the study of LXX Joshua will be dealt in more detail below, in section 2.3.3.3. 
 Lastly, it should be highlighted that I share the methodological conviction 
voiced by, for example, Timothy M. Law and Tuukka Kauhanen in their article on the 
textual history of the Septuagint versions of the book of Reigns. Namely, readings 
found in the different LXX manuscripts should always be assessed on a case by case 
basis. Even though the E-group of Margolis is usually held to be the best representa-
tive of OG in Joshua, I think the assertion of Law and Kauhanen should be extended 
to Joshua: “No single manuscript or manuscript group contains the OG ‘in general’. 
That is a fact.” Before arriving at text-critical conclusions, the possibility that each 
manuscript could preserve the oldest reading of the LXX should be explored.95 In this 
study, the most important conclusions of this critical work will be presented in the 
text-critical notes in conjunction with the Greek text in section 3. 
2.3.1.2 Modern Editions 
In practice, scholars have three modern critical editions to operate with: the diplo-
matic Cambridge edition by Brooke-McLean, the semi-critical edition by Rahlfs-Han-
hart, and the critical edition by Margolis. Brooke-McLean presents the text of B with 
minor corrections in obvious misspellings. The apparatus of Brooke-McLean, record-
ing most of the important variants, is of immense help. Rahlfs, on the other hand, 
                                                     
92 See section 3.2. 
93 De Troyer 2005a, 89–145. 
94 De Troyer 2005a, 130. 
95 Law & Kauhanen 2010, 78. 
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offers an eclectic edition based mainly on A and B, occasionally considering other 
witnesses.96 In three chapters involving obscure place names (15, 18 and 19), it 
simply presents the texts of A and B in parallel columns. Margolis, in turn, offers a 
critical reconstruction of OG based on all manuscripts available to him. The apparatus 
of Margolis' edition is also helpful (albeit confusing as it uses unprecedented mark-
ings) since it also includes his observations on the technique of the translator.97 
 The main texts of Brooke-McLean and Rahlfs are very similar, and only rarely 
differ.98 The differences between Rahlfs and Margolis, in turn, have been systemati-
cally compared in a study by Den Hertog. They differ in circa 270 passages, and in 
most of these cases, according to Den Hertog, preference should be given to Rahlfs.99 
Otherwise, these versions agree with each other to a high degree.100 
 Finally, it should be highlighted that the main text of Margolis cannot be taken 
as it is as a starting point for textual criticism. This is mostly because some of its 
choices are guided by the assumption that the translator worked with a text like the 
MT.101 This is to the extent that he could sometimes reconstruct Greek readings 
based on the MT not preserved anywhere in the Greek manuscript material.102 The 
edition is, however, an important attempt to describe the original Greek text of 
Joshua, and the work of Margolis should not be dismissed in research. The classifica-
tion of the Greek sources, already mentioned earlier, is regularly utilized in the study 
of LXX Joshua.103  
 In this study, the edition of Rahlfs will be the starting point for the analysis, 
however the variant readings in other modern editions and ancient manuscripts will 
be carefully evaluated and considered. I will deviate from Rahlfs in some minor cases. 
Finally, it should be highlighted that there are no significant disagreements between 
the best LXX manuscripts on major text-critical differences, namely larger plusses, 
                                                     
96 The Book of Joshua is absent in S. 
97 For example, Tov (1999b, 21–30) and Sipilä (1993, 17–21) have written on the usage of Margolis 
and his peculiar apparatus. 
98 Sipilä 1999, 18. 
99 Den Hertog 1996, 30–109. 
100 Den Hertog 1996, 109. 
101 On this, Margolis was already criticized by Orlinsky (1968, 187–195). See also the criticism by Van 
der Meer (2004, 25–30). 
102 See, for example, the textual notes on Josh 24:5 in section 3.2.1. 
103 Sipilä (1998a, 24–25) has noted, accordingly: “I think that his text is in many respects the best 
attempt to describe the 'original' wording of the Septuagint. I do not accept his conclusions in every 
detail, but in general his text seems to be more reliable than the text of Rahlfs's Septuaginta”. 
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minuses, transpositions, and rewritings between the OG and the MT of Josh 24.104 
Therefore, the large-scale variants attesting to text-historical developments in the 
Hebrew text of Josh 24 are not dependent on text-critical details in the LXX manu-
script material. 
2.3.2 Aspects of the Translation Technique105 
In Thackeray's classic grouping, the OG translation of Joshua was placed in the cate-
gory characterized as “good κοινή Greek”. Joshua was situated in the same group 
with the Pentateuch, and was seen as forming “a kind of link between the Pentateuch 
and the later historical books”.106 This means that Thackeray did not consider Joshua 
to be the most literal translation (like Jeremiah or Ezekiel) in the LXX, but neither did 
he consider it to be a free or paraphrasing translation (like Job or Proverbs). While 
Thackeray's study forms the basis for later scholarship, his conclusions were based 
on an overall view of the different translations, and not on a thorough linguistic anal-
ysis.  
 Many details of the translation of OG Joshua have been further examined by 
the Finnish scholars of the Septuagint. Their line of study was started in Soisalon-
Soininen's influential study on the infinitive translations in the LXX, which placed 
Joshua among the most freely translated books.107 Sollamo later, in her study on the 
Hebrew semiprepositions in the LXX, refined this view and concluded that Joshua 
does not belong among the freest translations, but in the second most free category, 
together with Genesis, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. To be more precise, 
the translator uses free translation equivalents in one third of the semiprepositions, 
but should in about 44% of all semiprepositions be characterized as literal, even slav-
ish.108 The translator’s freedom can be seen in that there is no strong tendency to 
always translate the same semiprepositions with the same equivalents. For example, 
                                                     
104 For example, the longer ending of Josh 24 is illustrative of this. See section 3.4.2.6. 
105 I am fully aware of the problematic nature of the concept “translation technique”. It is a modern 
term which might suggest that the translator was always systematic in his approach to the translation 
process. Since the term has become so central in LXX studies I will use it, however, understanding it 
vaguely as translation “style” or “practice”. More room should be given, for example, for the possibil-
ity of ad hoc translation decisions. For more about the terminology, see Aejmelaeus 2001. 
106 Thackeray 1909, 13–14. For some reason, Thackeray added "part" in parenthesis. He does not 
elaborate on this at all. 
107 Soisalon-Soininen made this classification based on the translation of the ב-preposition + infinitive 
construct -structure. Soisalon-Soininen 1965, 176–190.  
108 Sollamo 1979, 280–286. 
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ַוֵּיְלכּו ִלְפֵני ָהָעם … ְוִעְברּו ִלְפֵני ָהָעם  in Josh 3:6 is translated with the Greek equivalent καὶ 
προπορεύεσθε τοῦ λαοῦ ... καὶ ἐπορεύοντο ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ λαοῦ in which προπορεύομαι 
is a good example of the degree of freedom the translator could take. While the 
translation here does not slavishly follow the Hebrew structure, it does not change 
the meaning of the source text.  
 The most comprehensive work on the translation technique of Joshua by a 
Finnish scholar has been carried out by Seppo Sipilä. In his dissertation, he employed 
the theoretical framework set forth by Anneli Aejmelaeus, who has illustrated that 
the translation of Hebrew clause connectors including the most common conjunc-
tions ו and כי are useful in determining the translation technique of different 
books.109 The careful analysis by Sipilä reveals that out of the 807 occurrences of the 
 conjunction, 716 (88.7%) have been translated with the Greek equivalent καί.110 In-ו
this respect, the translation of Joshua can be characterized as fairly literal, since gen-
uine Greek far more often uses, for example, δέ as a connector.111 In the case of כי, 
the translator shows a greater degree of freedom, as he often employs the conjunc-
tion γάρ, which is more idiomatic than the more literal equivalent ὅτι.112 The overall 
picture emerging from Sipilä's study, when focusing on the translation of these most 
common Hebrew conjunctions, is that compared to the literal translation of Judges 
the Greek translation of Joshua can be situated “between literalness and freedom”. 
This is generally in line with the previous observations by Sollamo. 
 While the Finnish scholars of LXX Joshua have concentrated mostly on the 
translation of key Hebrew syntactical features, Den Hertog has written a monograph 
on other important aspects, namely the origins of the translation and the lexical 
choices made by the translator. In Studien zur griechischen Übersetzung des Buches 
Josua, Den Hertog gives evidence for the traditional assumption that LXX Joshua was 
translated right after the Pentateuch, and is dependent on that translation.113 He also 
                                                     
109 Aejmelaeus 1982 and 2007, 43–57. 
110 Sipilä 1999, 74–82.  
111 Den Hertog (2011, 609) agrees, and introduces this phenomenon as an example of how the trans-
lator usually follows the Hebrew word order and aims at giving an equivalent for every element in his 
source text. 
112 Sipilä 1999, 140–192; 198–199. 
113 Den Hertog (1996, 110–144) arrives at a third century dating, which means that LXX Joshua was 
dependent on LXX Pentateuch but preceded LXX Judges. 
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finds features in the translation that point at an Egyptian—not Palestinian—place of 
origin.114  
 The most important contribution of Den Hertog's study is the analysis of some 
lexical aspects of the translation. Through several examples, Den Hertog shows that 
the translator of Joshua did not merely mimic the Hebrew of the source text, but 
gave intentionally varied renderings of the Hebrew words. Take for example מזבח, in 
Josh 22, which is first rendered as βωμός when the legitimacy of the altar built by the 
Eastern tribes is questioned (22:10, 11, 16, 19, 23, 26), and later translated with 
θυσιαστήριον when the legitimacy of the altar as a memorial to the works of YHWH 
has been established (22:28, 29).115 While the interpretive variation introduced here 
by the translator is possible, I do not agree that the translator worked as a “theolo-
gian”,116 since the differentiation of a legitimate and non-legitimate altar is not sys-
tematic. A case in point is the last reference to the altar in verse 22:34, where the 
legitimacy of the altar as a witness is established but it is still translated with βωμός. 
The phenomenon of variation in the name of the altar is also known from the Penta-
teuch, and the translator could have taken his cue from there.117 In addition, it has 
also been proposed that the variation might have already been present in the He-
brew Vorlage of the translator.118 
 Harry Orlinsky has analyzed how the translator dealt with anthropomorphism 
and anthropopathisms—that is expressions where God is ascribed human traits or 
emotions. His conclusion is that the few anthropomorphisms in the book of Joshua 
are generally avoided by using more innocuous equivalents. For example, the word 
ִּפי ְיהָוה-ַעל mouth” in the expression“ ֶּפה  “according to the word (mouth) of YHWH” 
is regularly translated διὰ προστάγματος κυρίου “by the command of the Lord”. An-
thropomorphisms are, however, never left out or distorted. In the case of anthro-
popathisms (e.g. “to destroy Israel”, “to deliver Israel to the hands of”, “to wage war 
                                                     
114 According to Den Hertog (1996, 142–144), the deficiency in the translator’s knowledge of Pales-
tine geography is apparent in e.g. the confused designation παραλίους Χαναναίους ἀπὸ ἀνατολῶν (Josh 
11:3), the unknown area of Μαδβαρῖτιδις (Josh 5:6, 18:12), and the rare use of Hellenized Greek top-
onyms. In addition, the choice to designate Hebron as μητρόπολις (Josh 14:15, 15:13, 21:11, cf. 10:2) 
reveals that the translator had the Egyptian administrative system in mind. 
115 Den Hertog 1996, 180–183. 
116 As concluded by Van der Meer (2004, 83), working on Den Hertog's observations. 
117 Den Hertog 2011, 607–608.  
118 Auld (1986, 136) has proposed that the differentiation could go back to a variation between במה 
and מזבח in Hebrew. The MT could be the result of a revision that favored the western altar tradition 
and changed the altar to מזבח throughout the chapter. 
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for Israel”, “to rebel against the lord”), the translator renders the Hebrew faithfully. 
According to Orlinsky, these conclusions, together with studies by scholars before 
him, “cannot but indicate that the fidelity of the translator to his Hebrew text can be 
questioned only on the basis of other cogent arguments to the contrary … such ar-
gument is in fact lacking.”119 
 One final observation should be made on how the translator made his transla-
tion. Both Soisalon-Soininen and Den Hertog agree that the translator probably 
worked by first dividing the text into very short segments (sometimes even single 
clauses), which he then translated separately.120 This phenomenon of segmentation 
explains some of the variation in, for example, rendering similar Hebrew structures 
in varying ways. As for Joshua, Den Hertog points out the sparse use of Greek subor-
dinate or conditional clauses introduced with ἐπεί, ἡνίκα, ὅταν, and ὡς which could 
be explained through segmentation.121 Segmentation, thus, might account for some 
cases of variation in the translation of similar Hebrew structures that would other-
wise be harder to explain. 
 From this brief evaluation of the research on the translation technique of OG 
Joshua, it seems apparent that the translator should generally not be credited for 
introducing radical changes such as large omissions, expansions, or rewritings in re-
lation to the source text.122 The translator was generally not in the business of chang-
ing the meaning of the Hebrew source text.123 This overall view is nicely crystallized 
in a quote from the conclusions of Greenspoon's study on the recensional features 
in LXX Joshua: 
                                                     
119 Orlinsky 1969, 193–194.  
120 Here Den Hertog (1996, 179–180) is dependent on the work of Soisalon-Soininen 1987. 
121 Den Hertog 1996, 179. 
122 Thus also Tov 2015b, 133: “The translation is somewhat free, but not free enough to ascribe 
shortening, expansion, and large-scale changes to the translator. Studies of various areas of the trans-
lation technique establish the translator's faithful representation of grammatical categories.” 
123 In a 2002 article, Rösel voiced an opposing view. He argues that the translator could have intro-
duced some long plusses to the text (Josh 6:26; 16:10; 21:42; 24:31; 24,33) to bring Joshua into closer 
conformity with the later historical books. This would have been necessary since the other former 
prophets were not yet translated. The suggestion is improbable, since such a redactor-translator 
would have probably been more systematic. As Van der Meer (2004, 90) pointed out, he would have 
somehow hinted towards such key figures as David and Solomon, as the redactor of 4Q522 has done. 
Moreover, this is not a phenomenon that is otherwise known in the study of the LXX translations. 
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The OG translator rendered, to the best of his considerable abilities, the 
Hebrew text that lay before him. His knowledge of Hebrew and his fidel-
ity to that Hebrew are to be rated far higher than the derogatory com-
ments of some previous scholars would allow.124 
Samuel Holmes has appropriately concluded that if the translator is a reviser, the 
overall conception of him would be peculiar. In Josh 19, the translator would seem 
to be a skillful redactor, while in Josh 6 he would be missing any redactor skills. In 
Josh 5 and 18, on the other hand, he would have smoothened out many subtle con-
tradictions to create a coherent entity, while in Josh 6 and 7 many apparent contra-
dictions would have gone unnoticed.125 
 The translator did, however, enjoy some degree of freedom. This is visible 
mostly in the flexibility of using different translation equivalents for recurring He-
brew expressions and structures.126 In other words, while being faithful to the He-
brew text, the translator also aimed at producing good Koine Greek. Therefore, the 
possibility that the translator might have introduced changes in relation to the source 
text needs to be considered when evaluating single textual variants. There needs to 
be, however, exceptionally good arguments when ascribing radical changes to the 
process of translation. Based on past research, one can justifiably hold to the as-
sumption that the translator was rather faithful to his source text. 
2.3.3 The Relationship of MT and OG Joshua 
Scholarly views on the relationship of the OG and the MT versions of Joshua can be 
divided into three categories.127 These three views differ especially in the way they 
understand the nature of the OG Joshua translation.128 First, the view highlighting 
                                                     
124 Greenspoon 1983, 379. 
125 Holmes 1914, 2. 
126 Moatti-Fine (1996, 42–66) has also noted the translator’s tendency to ascribe different translation 
equivalents for the same Hebrew words. One descriptive example of this is the translation of the verb 
 which has 16 different equivalents in the Greek translation: ἀπέρχομαι (10:29, 31, 34), διαβαίνω עבר
(1:2, 11, 14; 3:1, 11, 14, 17; 4:1, 7, 10–13, 22–23; 5:1; 24:11), διεκβάλλω (15:7), διέρχομαι (3:2; 18:13, 
18), εἰσέρχομαι (1:11), ἐκπεριπορεύομαι (15:3), ἐκπορεύομαι (15:3), ἵστημι (3:16; 18:5), παραβαίνω (7:11,  
15; 23:16), παραπορεύομαι (6:7, 15:6), παρέρχομαι (15:10, 11; 16: 2, 6; 24:17), περιέρχομαι (6:7, 19:13), 
πορεύω (3:4; 15:4), προσάγω (4:5), προπορεύω (3:6), χωροβατέω (18:9). For more cases, see Den Hertog 
2011, 609. 
127 The categorizing used here is my own. It should be noted that while categorizing scholarly views 
helps in outlining and evaluating the field in question, the different scholarly voices inside one cate-
gory do not always fully coincide. There are more nuances to each and every view. 
128 The different proponents of these views will be introduced further below. 
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the priority of the MT assumes that MT Joshua generally represents the more original 
version of Joshua. According to this traditional view, changes present in OG Joshua 
are mainly due to editorial activity by the translator or an editor of the Hebrew Vor-
lage behind the translator. Second, the intermediate view claims that the priority of 
MT or OG Joshua cannot be generalized to the whole text. In some cases, the MT 
presents the earlier readings and in some the OG. Quite often this cannot even be 
decided. The intermediate view usually highlights the nature of the OG translator as 
altering between a literal and a free translation technique. Third, the view arguing 
for the priority of the OG holds that OG Joshua mostly reflects a different and an 
earlier Hebrew text of Joshua. MT Joshua represents a version in which either this 
Vorlage, or a common Hebrew version from which this Vorlage and proto-MT once 
split, has been edited. This view highlights the relative literalness of the OG transla-
tion and holds that the translator would not have introduced any major changes to 
his source text.  
 I will now proceed to evaluating some aspects of these major views as they 
have been articulated by different scholars. I do not plan to give a comprehensive 
review of the research history. The aim is, rather, to find and evaluate the most com-
mon arguments used in the discussion so that they would benefit my own textual 
analysis. 
2.3.3.1 Early Research 
One of the earliest studies to address OG Joshua and its relationship to MT Joshua 
was Johannes Hollenberg's Der Charakter der alexandrinische Übersetzung des 
Buches Josua und ihr textkritischer Werth.129 The focus of Hollenberg's study is on the 
translation technique of the Greek translation, through which it also addresses the 
differences between the OG and the MT. This brief study is an early proponent of the 
intermediate view, and has had a major impact on the study of the Greek Joshua, 
even in the 21th century, as is evident from the positive appraisal by Van der Meer 
in his recent study.130 
 Hollenberg's research leans a bit more towards the traditional view, in the 
sense that it considers the OG Joshua as often representing a vulgar text that is in 
                                                     
129 Hollenberg 1876. 
130 Van der Meer 2004, 32–37.  
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many cases inferior to the MT.131 According to Hollenberg, the differences present in 
OG Joshua in relation to MT Joshua are due to three factors: (1) a translation tech-
nique that aims at an eloquent and non-repetitive Greek style, (2) the limitations in 
the translators ability to understand the Hebrew source text, and (3) some late addi-
tions to the Greek text.132 
 In some instances, Hollenberg concludes that the translator occasionally had in 
front of him a Vorlage differing from the MT. These cases are explained either as 
scribal errors behind the MT, or as late intentional additions behind the Hebrew Vor-
lage of the OG. An example of the former is the significant OG plus in Joshua 13:7, 
which elaborates on the land about to be divided.133 According to Hollenberg, this 
was dropped out of the MT due to a homoioteleuton caused by the second occur-
rence of ַוֲחִצי ַהֵּׁשֶבט ַהְמַנֶּׁשה in the Vorlage of OG Joshua 13:8.134 The latter phenome-
non, in turn, is the best explanation for plusses in the OG such as 6:26a and 21:42a–
d.135 This, in my view, is the most problematic dimension of Hollenberg's study. To 
simply name plusses in OG as late additions to the Hebrew Vorlage, and not consider 
the possibility that they could be omissions of more original material in the proto-
MT, is one-sided. To be sure, Hollenberg's study is too short to be able to consider all 
the possible explanations. Hence, while it is easy to agree that this is a “pioneer 
study”, I must disagree with it being “well balanced and exhaustive”, as Van der Meer 
puts it.136 The study is simply too concise to adequately consider all the possible ex-
planations for the divergences between OG and MT Joshua. 
                                                     
131 Hollenberg 1876, 20. 
132 Hollenberg deals with a multitude of cases in his short study of 20 pages. The first factor is seen, 
according to Hollenberg, in instances where the translator deals differently with the same Hebrew 
expression. For instance, in Josh 10:10 the expression  ְַגדֹוָלה-ַּיֵּכם ַמָּכהו  “and (YHWH) he slew them with 
a great slaughter” is translated καὶ συνέτριψεν αὐτοὺς κύριος σύντριψιν μεγάλην “and the Lord shattered 
them with a great destruction”. However, in Josh 10:20 the same Hebrew verb (albeit in the infinitive 
construct form) is translated with another verb κόπτοντες αὐτοὺς κοπὴν μεγάλην “smiting them with a 
great slaughter” (Hollenberg 1876, 5). He also points out several contextual translation equivalents. 
For instance, in Josh 24:9 ַוִּיָּלֶחם “he fought” is translated with the more nuanced καὶ παρετάξατο “he 
arrayed for battle”. According to Hollenberg, an example of the second factor is the expression ַעד-
 as far as Shebarim” which is missing from the LXX because the translator did not understand“ ַהְּׁשָבִרים
its meaning. Unfortunately, Hollenberg’s study is so brief that he did not discuss alternative explana-
tions for these examples. 
133 “From the Jordan as far as the great sea toward the setting of the sun you shall give it; the great 
sea shall be the boundary. But to the two tribes and to the half–tribe of Manasse...” (NETS) 
134 Hollenberg 1876, 13–14.  
135 Hollenberg 1876, 17–18.  
136 Van der Meer 2004, 36. 
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 While Hollenberg occasionally affirmed the priority of the OG text, a more neg-
ative view on the text-critical value of OG Joshua was voiced by August Dillmann in 
Die Bücher Numeri, Deuteronomium und Josua published in 1886.137 The results of 
his verse-by-verse analysis is typical of the traditional view. Whenever he considers 
the variant readings in the OG, he regularly contends that those readings are second-
ary, as they reflect the translator’s tendency to abridge his source text and create 
intentional changes and additions based on other biblical books. In many cases Dill-
mann does not consider other possibilities, as for example when analyzing the longer 
ending of OG Josh 24. There he simply states that this is added material that is partly 
apocryphal and partly taken from the book of Judges.138 Moreover, Dillmann argues 
that whenever there are disputable cases concerning the priority of the MT or the 
OG, it can be reasoned from the several obvious cases of the priority of the MT that 
the OG is also secondary in the uncertain instances.139 This kind of logic depends on 
an argument from a supposed tendency which is problematic in itself, but also espe-
cially since the “certain” cases of shortening in the OG are not that certain.140 
 Lastly, even in the early scholarship there have been proponents of the view 
arguing for the priority of the OG. Samuel Holmes was one of the earliest scholars to 
propose the priority of OG Joshua. He formulated his hypothesis, and gave an exten-
sive critique of Dillmann's analysis, in Joshua: The Hebrew and Greek Texts, published 
in 1914. In addition to a thorough (but admittedly concise) analysis of all the variants 
between OG and MT Joshua,141 Holmes gives several reasons to assume that the text 
represented in OG Joshua is generally earlier than that of MT Joshua. First, he notes 
that there are several minuses in the OG of the same word or expression. This makes 
                                                     
137 Dillmann 1886, 437–590. 
138 Dillmann 1886, 590. The longer ending in OG Josh 24 is further discussed in section 3.4.2.6. 
139 “Im allgemeinen ist der LXX-Text der kürzere; dass darum auch der ursprünglichere, versteht sich 
nicht von selbst. Bedenkt man, dass in 2:15b, 6 ... diese Kürze entschieden fehlerhaft ist, so wird man 
auch in andern Stellen, wo man zweifeln könnte (wie 2:15 ...), fast eher das System des absichtlichen 
Kürzens vermuten müssen.” Dillmann 1886, 690. 
140 On this, see the criticism against Dillmann's analyses by Holmes 1914, 10–16. In Josh. 2:15, for 
example, MT has a plus, nowhere to be found in the OG, that localizes the position of Rahab's house 
as being connected to the city wall (ִּכי ֵביָתּה ְּבִקיר ַהחֹוָמה ּוַבחֹוָמה ִהיא יֹוָׁשֶבת). Dillmann lists this as one 
of the cases where an omission in the OG is certain (Dillmann 1886, 448, 690). There are, however, 
good reasons to suspect that this might be a late addition in the proto-MT tradition that was missing 
from the earlier Hebrew text attested by the OG. Holmes (1914, 10–11) points out that there are no 
reasons why the translator would omit this. Moreover, the clause can be understood as an “explana-
tory insertion” which is added by using the connecting ִּכי-preposition. 
141 Holmes 1914, 17–80. 
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it improbable that these are accidental omissions and points towards a pattern. Sec-
ond, in the majority of the cases where the two texts differ from one another, they 
are consistent with themselves. This points to a systematic revision which cannot be 
ascribed to a translator, but must be the work of a Hebrew reviser. Third, the shorter 
text in OG Josh 5:4ff. can be easily retroverted into Hebrew, and is demonstrably 
earlier that the equivalent longer text in the MT. This passage is especially important, 
since it is where the OG translator is often assumed to be highly creative by those 
arguing for the priority of the MT. Fourth, Holmes demonstrates that the cases of 
alleged deliberate shortening in the OG are based on disputable arguments. Finally, 
if the Greek translator is claimed to be a reviser, his work would be highly incon-
sistent, since in some passages he would have eliminated subtle discrepancies while 
many obvious contradictions would have gone uncorrected.142 Throughout his study, 
Holmes gives numerous textual examples supporting these arguments. 
 Holmes' study is impressive, and many of his conclusions are still supported in 
modern research. The importance of his work is well-reflected in the words of Orlin-
sky referring to the thorough inspection of each plus and minus in the OG: “Nothing 
like it had been done on Joshua previously, and certainly nothing since.”143 This eval-
uation is correct even today, since no thorough word-for-word analyses have been 
published evaluating all the differences between the Hebrew and Greek texts of 
Joshua. 
 One of the problems with the study of Holmes is, however, that he does not 
consider the possibility that the Vorlage of OG Joshua might have gone through ed-
iting, and thus also include secondary elements. Take for example Holmes' view that 
the radical differences between OG and MT Joshua in chapter 20 are fully explained 
by assuming that the text of the OG is the more original text.144 Already the small 
amount of space (10 lines, in other words, one third of a page) devoted to such a 
complex text should alert the reader that these variants might not be as easily ex-
plained. In fact, recent scholarship has shown that while OG Josh 20 contains early 
                                                     
142 Holmes 1914, 1–16. 
143 Orlinsky 1968, 190. 
144 Holmes 1914, 71. In OG Joshua, chapter 20, which elaborates on how the cities of refuge should 
be arranged in the new land, is missing verses 4–6 altogether. There are also other plusses and mi-
nuses in relation to the equivalent chapter in MT Joshua. 
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elements, it also probably reflects secondary developments in its Hebrew Vorlage. 
Thus, at some points the MT version of Josh 20 is the earlier text.145 
 There are also other important studies, in early research, addressing exten-
sively or in passing the relationship of OG and MT Joshua. It is not expedient to intro-
duce them all here. Some of them will, however, be considered during this study.146 
Next, I will turn to later research that builds on earlier studies but also has the benefit 
of considering the evidence from Qumran. 
2.3.3.2 Before and After Qumran 
Before the findings from Qumran, in the first part of the 20th century, there were 
several scholars who defended the priority of the MT and regarded the OG as sec-
ondary.147 The popularity of this view was, at least in part, due to the solutions made 
by Margolis in his critical reconstruction of OG Joshua.148 At the bottom of every page 
in his edition, Margolis added notes in which he compared the reconstructed OG text 
to the MT. There he notes repeatedly that the Greek text omits references found in 
the MT (“G om”).149 The tendency to favor the priority of MT Joshua was apparent 
already in the article announcing the publication of a critical edition in 1927. There 
he notes e.g.: “He (the translator) was apparently given to curtailments - -”.150 This 
view was adopted by Martin Noth, who was responsible for the text of Joshua in 
Kittel's Biblia Hebraica. This is apparent from his commentary, in which he states that 
in several occasions the Greek has shortened and simplified the original Hebrew 
text.151 Thus, in the first part of the 20th century, several scholars followed the tra-
ditional view. 
                                                     
145 See the recent analysis in Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 45–58. 
146 Some of the most important ones are Bennett 1895; Wellhausen 1899, 352–353; Steuernagel 
1900, 131–248; Ehrlich 1910, 1–66. 
147 As shown by Orlinsky 1968, 190–192; Auld 1975, 96–97; Auld 1998, 7–8; Noort 1998, 48. An ex-
ception is the commentary by Cooke (1918, ix) which embraces the view of Holmes: “The LXX of Joshua 
... often presupposes a more correct type of Hebrew Text than the MT ... Apparently the Hebr. Text 
of Joshua was once current in two forms; the one which lay before the Greek translator and perhaps 
was generally accepted in Egypt; the other which is represented by the MT, and perhaps was best 
known in Palestine”. 
148 Margolis 1931–1938, 1992. 
149 Thus also Orlinsky 1968, 191. 
150 Margolis 1927, 318. 




 However, along with Holmes, some early 20th Century commentaries defended 
the priority of the OG in some variants.152 After Qumran, this view was significantly 
amplified, as illustrated by Harry M. Orlinsky's paper at the Rome Congress of the 
International Organization for the Study of the Old Testament in 1968. Orlinsky's pa-
per, published in print in 1969, was a brief but powerful formulation of the view high-
lighting the priority of the OG.153 Orlinsky argued for the priority of OG Joshua against 
MT Joshua in most of the cases where these two texts diverge. In addition to his own 
textual observations, Orlinsky's argument is based on the earlier work by Holmes and 
the publication of the Qumran scrolls of Jeremiah and Samuel, which corroborate 
some of the readings in the OG versions of those books. At the time of Orlinsky's 
paper, the evidence from Qumran pertaining to Joshua was, however, still not fully 
available, and he thus concludes: “Whether such a text will show up among the Dead 
Sea Scrolls, I do not know.”154 
 Before turning to the evidence from Qumran, the dissertation by A. Graeme 
Auld should also be noted as an important proponent of the priority of the OG. In 
this 1976 dissertation, Studies in Joshua: Text and Literary Relations, Auld took a cru-
cial step in bringing the text-critical data from Joshua into the literary-critical discus-
sion. Building partly on arguments from Holmes and Orlinsky and partly on his own 
analyses,155 Auld concludes that literary-critical observations on the “editorial pro-
cesses affecting the text of Joshua” should not be made based on the MT alone, since 
OG Joshua more frequently contains the earlier form of the text. This necessary in-
terplay of methods is illustrated for example in Auld's analysis of the land division 
material in chapters 13–19.156 In several later articles, Auld has further defended and 
illustrated the priority of OG Joshua and the need for taking this text into account 
when doing literary and redaction criticism.157 
 Later, the evidence from Qumran has also been integrated into the text-critical 
discussion of Joshua. The evidence is scarce and debated. From Qumran Cave 4, two 
scrolls have been found that represent the text of the biblical book of Joshua. These 
                                                     
152 For example, in his analysis of Josh 5:4–7 and Josh 24, Steuernagel (1900, 167–168, 241–247) 
favors in many instances the shorter text of the LXX as the earlier version. See also Cooke 1918, ix. 
153 Orlinsky 1968, 187–195. 
154 Orlinsky 1968, 195. 
155 Auld 1975, 95–150. 
156 Auld 1975, 169–234. 
157 A collection of these articles has been published in Auld 1998. 
37 
 
have been named 4QJosha and 4QJoshb and they include parts of chapters 1–5, 7–8, 
10, and 17.158 These scrolls mostly reflect proto-MT readings, but also those found in 
the OG and those not found anywhere else. Tov has demonstrated that 4QJosha sup-
ports the OG text in the minus of Josh 8:11b–13. In fragment 15, line 10 has parts of 
verse 10b. The text continues with verse 11 on line 11, but jumps to verse 14 on the 
next line 12 (in fragment 16). The longer version present in the MT could not fit in 
the lacuna, thus the fragments support the shorter version in the OG. In addition, the 
ends of lines 10-13 agree twice with the OG against the MT in their vocabulary.159 
Moreover, it has been argued that 4QJosha agrees with the OG minus present in 
10:14b–17.160 
 In addition to relying on the evidence from Qumran, Tov has put forth several 
arguments supporting the assumption that the OG reflects a different and often an 
earlier Hebrew text. First, Tov argues that while the translator of OG Joshua is in 
some respects free, his faithfulness to the Hebrew Vorlage is so high that he would 
not introduce significant changes to his source text.161 Second, there are so many 
Hebraisms in the long pluses of OG Joshua that these could not be elements intro-
duced by the translator.162 Third, in addition to the Qumran scrolls of Joshua, there 
is additional external evidence supporting the shorter readings in OG Joshua. The 
Samaritan book of Joshua supports the absence of 8:11b–13 in OG Joshua,163 and the 
longer ending in OG Joshua 24:33a–b seems to be known to the author of the Da-
mascus Document.164 Fourth, Tov has given in several publications analyses of textual 
elements that in majority of the cases support the priority of OG Joshua over MT 
Joshua.165 Accordingly, Tov argues that there is textual evidence for two different 
                                                     
158 For further details see section 2.4. 
159 Tov 2015b, 134–135. 
160 See Tov 2015b, 134–135. A skeptical treatment concerning the suggested support of 4QJosha to 
the OG text was given by Van der Meer 2004, 93–114. 
161 Tov 2015b, 133. According to Tov (1999a, 153–163; 2012, 85), however, there are some instances 
of “Midrash-type exegesis” in the OG translation of Joshua. Some of these elements are already pre-
sent in the Hebrew Vorlage of the translator, but some are introduced by the translator. For example, 
in Josh. 5:2, the translator adds an element (OG: μαχαίρας πετρίνας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόμου, MT: ַחְרבֹות 
 explaining that the flint knives with which Joshua circumcised the people were made of sharp (ֻצִרים
stone. This element was apparently already in the OG text, and the omission of πετρίνας in manuscripts 
A 19 29 82 426 121 is due to later revision towards the MT. 
162 Tov 2015b, 136. 
163 Tov 2015b, 136–137. For the Samaritan Joshua texts see section 2.5.2. 
164 Tov 2012, 298. 
165 Tov 1999c, 385–396; 2012, 294–299; 2015b. 
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literary strata of Joshua, the earlier being represented by the OG and 4QJosha and 
the later by the MT. 
 Finally, the dissertation of Mazor has made a necessary refinement to the view 
arguing for the priority of the OG. The arguments of Mazor are like those of the ear-
lier scholars, arguing for the general priority of OG Joshua based on translation tech-
nique, the Hebraistic style of the OG pluses, Qumran scrolls, and a text-critical anal-
ysis of minor and major variants between the OG and the MT versions of Joshua.166 
The refinement of this view, made by Mazor, is the argument that MT Joshua is not 
based directly on the Hebrew Vorlage of OG Joshua. Instead, MT Joshua and the He-
brew Vorlage of OG Joshua have both diverged and developed independently from 
a common source.167 This highlights the observation that, while OG Joshua most 
commonly reflects the earlier version of Joshua, both MT and OG Joshua contain sec-
ondary elements. Such a refinement is probably needed, since many scholars posit-
ing the priority of OG Joshua still argue for the priority of MT Joshua in some in-
stances. The clearest of these instances is the priority of Shechem (MT) over Shiloh 
(OG) in Josh. 24:1, 25.168 
2.3.3.3 Recent Scholarship 
In past research, many scholars have worked within all the above paradigms as part 
of their analyses of various texts in the book of Joshua.169 Here, it suffices to present 
three views from the 21st century as exemplars of the various paradigms. The tradi-
tional view arguing for the priority of the MT is extensively defended by Van der Meer 
in a monograph. The intermediate view is most clearly taken by Thomas Dozeman in 
his recent commentary on Joshua 1–12. The view positing the priority of OG Joshua, 
in turn, has been developed by De Troyer in several articles focusing on numerous 
text-critical details. 
 In Formulation and Reformulation, Van der Meer explores the textual history 
of the book of Joshua as a test case for formulating the methodological relationship 
                                                     
166 Mazor 1994, 31–33. 
167 Mazor 1994, 38. 
168 Holmes 1914, 78–79; Tov 1999a, 161; Pakkala 2013, 197. If one credits this interchange to the 
translator, it is of course possible to argue that MT Joshua was edited from the Hebrew Vorlage of OG 
Joshua. 
169 See, for instance, Rofé 1982 (LXX-priority); Bieberstein 1995 (MT-priority); Rösel 2002; Müller, 
Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 45–58 (intermediate view). 
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of textual criticism and literary/redaction criticism.170 In addition to an extensive sur-
vey of past research, he analyzes three passages (Josh 1, 5:2–12, and 8:1–35) in the 
oldest witnesses to the text of Joshua, mainly the LXX and Qumran scrolls, and relates 
this data to a redaction-critical model of the textual growth of Joshua. As was noted 
above, Van der Meer aims at keeping the analysis of individual textual witnesses and 
a redaction-critical analysis of the MT separate for as long as possible.171 The reason-
ing behind this order of procedure is that if the textual data of a certain passage 
points to editorial activity, a redaction-critical analysis of the same passage should 
result in similar conclusions about the work of the editors. Thus, in an ideal case tex-
tual, literary, and redaction criticism reinforce each other. 
 In the text-critical analysis of all the three passages, Van der Meer concludes 
that the MT presents the earliest attainable form of the book of Joshua. The minuses 
in the OG in comparison to the MT are a result of “a conscious attempt to streamline 
the redundant and layered Hebrew text for the sake of a coherent and stylized Greek 
- -”.172 Some changes are a result of the translator's conscious attempt to smoothen 
contradictions and problems in the text. In Van der Meer's analysis, the translator is 
characterized as one who takes “literary initiatives” quite freely.173 In the end, Van 
der Meer ends up concluding that the proto-MT version of the book of Joshua was 
quite like the modern-day MT. It included all the redundancies and roughness of a 
text that has been redacted in at least three separate phases (DtrH, DtrN, and RedP). 
The OG version of Joshua, as well as the texts found in Qumran, represent reformu-
lated texts that include for the most parts later readings. 
 Several aspects of Van der Meer’s study have been criticized. Steven L. McKen-
zie, for one, wrote in a review of Van der Meer's monograph that he “essentially 
proves what he assumes”.174 Van der Meer assumes that a particular redactional the-
ory, namely one version of the redaction theory of the “Göttingen School”, is the best 
alternative, and concludes that the text-critical material does not support this theory. 
In my opinion, the main problem in Van der Meer’s text-critical analysis is that too 
much freedom is ascribed to the translator. While many observations on the freedom 
                                                     
170 Van der Meer 2004, 115–118; 17–19. See also section 1.2. 
171 Van der Meer 2004, 155–159. 
172 Van der Meer 2004, 246. 
173 Van der Meer 2004, 408. 
174 McKenzie 2005. 
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of the translator made in the study are certainly correct, the assumed large-scale 
changes from the hand of the translator are far more problematic. I will return to 
some of these arguments in section 3.4.2.3. 
 The 2015 commentary on Joshua 1–12 by Dozeman, belonging to the Yale An-
chor Bible series, deals with the LXX in an exceptionally broad fashion when com-
pared to many other commentaries, which often privilege the MT. In the text-critical 
introduction of his commentary, Dozeman notes that both the view arguing for the 
priority of the MT and the view arguing for the priority of the OG are present in mod-
ern research, and that they are often contrasted with each other. He then explicitly 
states that his aim is to “draw on both approaches to interpret the textual history of 
the book of Joshua”. In addition, he highlights the pluriformity of texts circulating of 
the book of Joshua during the late Second Temple period. In line with this approach, 
some variants in the MT are seen as secondary editorial changes made even as late 
as in the Hasmonean period, while some variants in the LXX are part of the “creative 
process of the interpretation of the book of Joshua in the Hellenistic period.”175 In 
accordance with this intermediate methodological approach, in the actual commen-
tary the LXX, the MT, and other sources (most notably 4QJosha) are consistently com-
mented upon. The intermediate nature of the commentary is seen in the observation 
that often the variant editions are simply described on their own, but no text-critical 
preference is given to either one of the differing accounts. While Dozeman does in 
these cases present the arguments used to defend either one of the traditions, he 
often leaves the question of text-critical priority open.176 Finally, the appendices of 
the commentary give a helpful synoptic translation of both traditions and an exten-
sive comparison of the different geographical terms between the LXX and the MT.177  
 Finally, De Troyer has in several contributions argued that the OG reflects a 
Hebrew version earlier than the MT. In a 2013 article dealing with Josh 10, she dis-
covers through a text-critical analysis that three distinct concepts were not yet as 
developed in the Hebrew text underlying the OG as they are in the MT version of 
Joshua. These are: the idea of a “highly developed joint collaboration” between 
                                                     
175 Dozeman 2015, 33–34. 
176 A case in point is, for example, the analysis of the conquest of Ai. See Dozeman 2015, 366–367. A 
similar intermediate approach can be observed in an article written by Dozeman (2011) on the various 
functions of the book of Joshua in the canons of the LXX and the MT. 
177 Dozeman 2015, 501–555. 
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Joshua and Israel, the stress on the camp of Israel, and the importance of Gilgal as 
the location for Israel's camp. These ideas were only later developed by the proto-
MT redactor.178 Elsewhere, De Troyer dates this proto-MT redaction to the second 
century BCE based on the importance given to Gilgal.179 
 In addition to a careful text-critical comparison between the OG and MT ver-
sions of Joshua, De Troyer's contribution has been the publication of additional ex-
ternal evidence for the reliability of reconstructing the OG text of Joshua. De Troyer 
has published an edition of the Greek papyrus which has been given the Rahlfs num-
ber 816.180 This papyrus probably originates from the Oxyrhynchus area in Egypt and 
has been dated to 210–215 CE, making it the oldest remaining fragment of LXX 
Joshua. The readings in 816 are independent of the Hexaplaric revision, and it has 
also helped in discovering some recensional elements in B.181 In the text of 816, there 
are also some marks of revision towards the MT. While this papyrus has no direct 
influence on the text-critical evaluation between the OG and MT Joshua, it gives over-
all confirmation for the task of reconstructing the OG. This is especially important in 
the minuses in OG Josh 10 in relation to the MT which are corroborated by 816.182 
 Finally, it should be noted that both Van der Meer's and De Troyer's studies are 
limited to certain selected passages from Joshua. Their overall conclusions on the 
relationship of the OG and MT versions of Joshua should therefore be considered 
with caution, since the situation may differ depending on the passage in question. 
2.3.4 Interim Conclusions on the Septuagint of Joshua 
In this section, I first surveyed the available modern editions and ancient sources 
pertaining to LXX Joshua. As observed in this critical survey, the usage of LXX Joshua 
in reconstructing the textual history of the Hebrew Bible is challenged by the absence 
of a high quality critical edition. Nevertheless, the manuscripts of LXX Joshua and 
their recensional qualities have been thoroughly researched for well over a hundred 
years. With the help of this research and the three modern editions of LXX Joshua, 
                                                     
178 De Troyer 2013, 1; 7–33. See also De Troyer 2006, 105–118; 2017, 223–265. 
179 De Troyer 2003, 57–58. The addition of Gilgal as the camp of Israel was done by a redactor who 
had the importance of Modein in Maccabean times in his mind. De Troyer argues that Modein is in a 
way an alternative Gilgal.  
180 De Troyer 2005. 
181 De Troyer 2003, 105–106. 
182 De Troyer 2003, 115: “Manuscript 2648, the Schøyen Joshua papyrus, is a valuable tool to con-
struct an OG text without v. 15, 17, and 42.” 
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the OG text can be constructed with a good degree of probability. In the case of Josh 
24, this work is carried out in section 3 of this study. 
 Second, I analyzed the translation technique of the OG translator of Joshua. 
The translation technique varies. The translator alternates between rendering the 
source text literally and being flexible in finding different translation equivalents for 
recurring Hebrew words and expressions. The translator did not merely mimic the 
Hebrew of the source text, but gave creative and varied translations. This is seen 
especially in the usage of different Greek equivalents for the same Hebrew words. 
The translator probably did not, however, introduce substantial changes in relation 
to his source text. Attributing rewritings, additions, omissions, and relocations to the 
translator would in most cases be improbable, since the translator generally seems 
to be quite faithful to the Hebrew source he used. This has been corroborated by 
several scholars working with various details in the translation of OG Joshua. One 
should therefore be careful in not attributing major differences between OG and MT 
Joshua to the translator. Nevertheless, when evaluating single textual variations, 
every possibility needs to be considered. 
 Third, I analyzed some of the arguments used in earlier studies addressing the 
relationship of OG and MT Joshua. In the history of this research, there can be seen 
three basic paradigms for explaining the differences: the traditional view claiming for 
the priority of the MT, the view postulating the priority of the OG, and the interme-
diate view situated somewhere in between. Based on this survey, it seems necessary 
to take all the options into account when analyzing Josh 24. There might well be orig-
inal material in both the MT and the OG readings. After a careful analysis, it might be 
possible to make conclusions that contribute to the discussion pertaining to the 
whole book of Joshua. 
 In section 3, I will further analyze the primary sources of Josh 24, keeping in 
mind the threefold results of this section. The comparison between OG and MT 
Joshua will take a prime place in this analysis. 
2.4 Biblical Joshua Texts from Qumran 
The biblical Joshua material from Qumran is sparse. Only two manuscripts pertaining 
to the book of Joshua were found in Cave 4; these are 4QJosha and 4QJoshb.183 
                                                     
183 The so-called rewritten Joshua texts are discussed below in section 2.5.1. 
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4QJosha is dated to the Hasmonean period and contains parts of Josh 5:2–7; 6:5–10; 
7:12–17; 8:3–11a, 14a, 18; 10:2–8, 8–11. 4QJoshb, in turn, is dated to the late 
Hasmonean period and contains parts of Josh 2:11–12; 3:15–4:3; 17:1–5; 11–15. In 
addition, in the Schøyen collection there is the fragment MS 2713 of unknown prov-
enance, often called XJosh, which is dated to 40 BCE–68 CE and contains parts of Josh 
1:9–12, 2:4–5.184 According to the calculations by Van der Meer, these scrolls to-
gether attest only to less than 0.5% of the whole book of Joshua.185 Josh 24 is not 
attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
 The textual alignment and implications of the Joshua texts from Qumran is de-
bated. Most of the textual material accords with the MT. In addition, there are read-
ings according with the OG and unique readings. 4QJoshb could be called “semi-Mas-
oretic” since it contains 18 readings agreeing and 9 readings disagreeing with the MT, 
but only 2 readings agreeing and 26 readings disagreeing with the OG.186 The textual 
alignment of 4QJosha is more complicated. As mentioned already above in section 
2.3.3.2, 4QJosha aligns with the OG in the likely shorter textual form of Josh 8:11b–
13 preserved in fragment 15 along with some minor textual details. This being noted, 
however, one should also consider that for Josh 5:2–7 and 6:6–7, 4QJosha does not 
reflect the shorter textual form present in the OG.187  
 The most notable discussion in relation to 4QJosha pertains to the different lo-
cation of the reading of the law (MT Josh 8:34–35) at the beginning of Josh 5 in 
4QJosha. In the MT, the building of the altar and reading of the law is located after 
the conquest of Ai at the end of Josh 8, while in the OG, it is situated two verses later 
in 9:2a–e. In the light of this varying location, it is interesting that in 4QJosha parts of 
this scene are located after the crossing of Gilgal. According to Eugene Ulrich, 
4QJosha preserves the earliest location for the whole altar scene, while the MT and 
the OG reflect later revisions.188 However, many have pointed out that 4QJosha might 
                                                     
184 On the biblical Qumran fragments see, for example, García Martínez 2012, 145–147 and Feldman 
2013, 15–16. The biblical Qumran Joshua scrolls are easily available in Ulrich 2010, 247–253. Regard-
ing XJosh one should be extremely careful, since lately there has been increasing evidence that some 
of the fragments discovered post-2002 in the Schøyen collection could be forgeries. XJosh has not 
been closely examined, and it was acquired to the collection together with MS4612, whose authen-
ticity has been seriously doubted on good grounds (Davis et al. 2017, 14–15). 
185 Van der Meer 2004, 21. 
186 Lange 2009, 187. 
187 Tov 2015b, 134. 
188 Ulrich 2015, 48–49. 
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not have contained the whole altar scene, but only the reading of the law (Josh 8:34–
35) at the beginning of Josh 5.189 The building of the altar has to be reconstructed, 
since the scroll is fragmentary. Moreover, the location of the altar scene in 4QJosha 
seems to reflect a later harmonization of the events in Joshua to accord with Deut 
27:1–8, which commands that an altar should be built immediately upon entering 
the Promised Land. Thus, 4QJosha probably does not preserve a lost ancient se-
quence of events, but a later harmonization towards Deuteronomy.190 In any case, 
4QJosha is an interesting witness since it contains MT, OG, and unique readings. 
 In sum, the Joshua texts from Qumran are scant, but they certainly illuminate 
that at the end of the Second Temple period the text of Joshua was not yet consoli-
dated. The composition was being used in different textual forms. The evidence also 
corroborates that the late text of the MT and the variant readings attested in the OG 
both have a long history extending to the Second Temple period. 
2.5 Other Joshua Texts 
2.5.1 Rewritten Joshua Scrolls 
Four scrolls from Qumran Cave 4 (4Q123, 4Q378, 4Q379, and 4Q533), one from Cave 
5 (5Q9), and two from Masada (Mas 1039-211) contain rewritten versions of the 
book of Joshua. These texts are dated to the Hasmonean and Herodian periods. They 
are often referred to as the Apocryphon of Joshua, in accordance with the suggestion 
by Tov that these scrolls are copies of the same composition.191 However, given the 
deplorable and fragmentary state of the manuscripts, one should probably refrain 
from making conclusions as to whether these scrolls attest to a single or different 
composition.192 Even though these scrolls have been sporadically discussed from the 
1950s, the first exhaustive reconstruction, commentary, and study of these texts is 
The Rewritten Joshua Scrolls from Qumran. Texts, Translations, and Commentary by 
Ariel Feldman.193 It represents the best available starting point for the study of these 
texts. 
                                                     
189 Van der Meer 2004, 513; Feldman 2013, 117. 
190 For a more detailed argumentation of this view see also De Troyer 2005, 141–164 and Tov 2015b, 
147–153. 
191 Tov 1998, 233–256. However, Feldman (2013, 187–193) disagrees: “- - it seems that in their pre-
sent state of preservation the five RJ scrolls are better served if treated as five separate compositions.” 
192 Van der Meer 2004, 113. 
193 Feldman 2013. 
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 Although the rewritten Joshua scrolls do not contain parallels to Josh 24, three 
points should be made concerning the implications of the texts for the research ques-
tions of this study. First, the scrolls attest to important variants. For instance, 4Q379 
contains two minor readings differing from the MT that are supported by the OG and 
partly also by 4QJosha.194 In several other cases, one must assume a different Hebrew 
textual form for the rewritten Joshua text diverging from all the known textual wit-
nesses.195 This strengthens the assumption that the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG dif-
fered from the MT, and that the text of the book of Joshua was still circulating in 
different forms at the end of the Second Temple period. Second, the rewritten Joshua 
texts provide documented evidence of various editorial techniques being used at the 
end of the Second Temple period. For instance, there are several harmonistic expan-
sions in relation to the biblical text.196 An example of this editorial phenomenon can 
be found in 4Q378 fragment 3 line 2, where an allusion to Exod 34:16 is expanded 
with the language of Deut 7:3. There are also several other allusions to Deuteronomy 
in 4Q378 which attest to the editorial technique of harmonizing texts to accord with 
Deuteronomy.197 This editorial technique is also visible in the evidence of this 
study.198 Third, it is noteworthy that 4Q123 is written in a paleo-Hebrew script. This 
brings into mind the Samaritan Joshua texts as already noted by Ulrich in the first 
published edition of this text.199 However, since 4Q123 only consists of some twenty 
words that are hard to identify, one cannot draw any conclusions about the relation-
ship of 4Q123 with Samaritan sources. 
2.5.2 The Samaritan Joshua Texts 
The canon of the Samaritans is limited to the Pentateuch. In recent scholarship, the 
text-critical value of the Samaritan Pentateuch has become increasingly obvious.200 
Joshua is the greatest hero of the Samaritans after Moses.201 There are several Sa-
maritan texts that parallel with the biblical book of Joshua. These are most notably 
                                                     
194 Feldman 2013, 115, 119-125, 194–195. 
195 See, for example, Feldman 2013, 70–71. 
196 Feldman 2013, 194–195. 
197 Feldman 2013, 70–72. 
198 See section 3.5. 
199 Ulrich 1992, 201. 
200 See, for example, Anderson & Giles 2012, 3: “...the SP is once again moving toward the center 
stage in text-critical discussion of both the Hebrew Bible and the Christian New Testament.” 
201 Macdonald 1969, 3. 
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the Arabic and Hebrew versions of the book of Joshua and a part of the Samaritan 
Chronicles or Sepher Hayamim.202 These texts, their transmission history, and espe-
cially their value in reconstructing the textual history of the book of Joshua, are still 
open and contested. In my opinion, however, it is necessary to integrate them more 
closely into the critical study of the book of Joshua, keeping in mind that their place 
in the textual history of the book of Joshua is not yet clear.203 
 The Samaritan book of Joshua, initially known from a 14th century CE Arabic 
manuscript,204 was edited and published in 1848 by Theodor W. J. Juynboll, with a 
Latin translation and comments.205 The Arabic Samaritan book of Joshua narrates a 
long era from the appointment of Joshua as the successor of Moses to the times of 
the Samaritan high priest Baba Rabba (4th century CE). The material parallel to the 
biblical book of Joshua is found in chapters 9–25, which paraphrase most of the book 
of Joshua. This rewritten biblical text was likely the earliest core of the work, which 
later grew in several steps through the addition of other legends.206 The Hebrew ver-
sion of the Samaritan book of Joshua (SamJosh) was acquired from the Samaritans 
and published by Moses Gaster in 1908.207 He considered it to be a version of a com-
position dating ultimately to the exilic or early Second Temple period, which had also 
served as the Hebrew source of the Arabic version.208 The manuscript itself is a mod-
ern copy of an earlier text, and dated to 1904. It parallels largely with the Joshua part 
of Sepher Hayamim whose earliest MS is, according to John Macdonald, from 
                                                     
202 The name is based on the title given at the beginning of the best manuscript  זה ספר הימים בו דברי
אל ארץ כנען עד היום הזה נון הימים מאז מובא יהושע בן  “This is the book of Days, containing the events of 
the days from the entry of Joshua the son of Nun into the land of Canaan up to the present day”. 
203 Recently Tov (2015a, 215–216; 2015b, 136–137) has pointed out that the Samaritan Joshua texts 
might in fact be valuable in textual criticism. Other scholars have also argued that the Samaritan 
Joshua texts should be examined more carefully. See, for example, Nodet 1997, 200 and Feldman 
2013, 1. 
204 The MS was acquired by Joseph Justus Scaliger to the Leiden university library. For more infor-
mation on the MS see, for example, Gaster 1930. 
205 Juynboll 1848. 
206 A helpful introduction of this material is found in Faber 2016, 223–274. The best English transla-
tion of the Arabic text is Crane 1890. 
207 Gaster had formed a personal relationship with Samaritans, and with the high priest Jacob ben 
Aaron (1841–1916), who had a special interest in making Samaritan history and customs known to 
western scholars. During his interactions with the Samaritans, Gaster acquired approximately 80 man-
uscripts of various Samaritan works. On how he discovered SamJosh and the character of the manu-
script, see Gaster 1908, 210–212. 
208 The Hebrew and Arabic versions are clearly connected but differ in several aspects. For details 
see Gaster 1908, 215. 
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1616.209 The nature of the text, however, cannot be deduced from the age of the 
manuscript: the challenge of working with Samaritan material is that Samaritans usu-
ally sell scholars only modern copies of older manuscripts. The possible earlier man-
uscripts are not easily given over to the scrutiny of scholars.210 
 The publication of SamJosh and claims made by Gaster sparked immediate op-
position and critique. Scholars such as Paul Kahle,211 Abraham S. Yahuda,212 and Alan 
D. Adler213 claimed that the manuscript is either a forgery or a late compilation from 
the Arabic sources and the MT. Gaster responded to the criticism and defended the 
authenticity and antiquity of SamJosh. He based his argument on several detailed 
observations and comparisons of various textual traditions. First, according to him, 
whenever the MT has a paseq the parallel text in SamJosh, if there is one, offers a 
differing reading of the MT which is often close to the LXX in its minor details. There-
fore, according to Gaster, paseq is a pre-Masoretic marking which allows us a glimpse 
into the workings of the ancient Hebrew editor. Whenever he used the paseq, the 
proto-MT editor compared his text to the proto-Samaritan version in use.214 Unfor-
tunately this conclusion cannot be substantiated, since Gaster did not publish the 
promised new critical edition of SamJosh, including the analysis of the texts with pa-
seq. Second, a comparison with the LXX reveals that SamJosh and LXX agrees in sev-
eral textual variants against the MT.215 According to Tov, the most significant of these 
agreements are the absence of MT Josh 20:4–6 from both the LXX and SamJosh and 
the additions in LXX 10:12 and 24:33 which are partially reflected in SamJosh.216 
Third, SamJosh presents some information together with Josephus that is not found 
                                                     
209 However, this date has also been contested, and it has been suggested that it should rather be 
dated to 1908. See Cohen 1981, 185–187. All in all, including the larger work Sepher Hayamim, there 
are six known modern manuscripts preserving the Hebrew version of the Samaritan book of Joshua. 
However, it has not been possible to assign the date of some of the MSS. These MSS are kept in the 
John Rylands Library in the University of Manchester. See Macdonald 1969, 69–72. 
210 See, for example, Gaster 1908, 534: “Aus Erfahrung wußte ich, wie schwer es überhaupt ist, bei 
ihnen eine alte Handschrift außer Bibelhandschriften aufzutreiben.“ See also the response received 
by Joseph Scaliger in 1598 when he was trying to acquire manuscripts from the Samaritan community: 
“We are not allowed to sell you the book of Joshua or the Writing when you are not Samaritans.“ 
Nodet 1997, 195–196.  
211 Kahle 1908, 550–551. 
212 Yahuda 1908, 887–914. 
213 Adler 1908, 1143–1147. 
214 Gaster 1925, 135–136. Gaster built on the work of Kennedy (1903, 19–21) who argued that paseq 
is an ancient sign that preceded the work of the Masoretes. 
215 Gaster 1909, 115–127; 1925, 137. 
216 Tov 2015a, 216. See also section 3.4.2.6. 
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anywhere in the MT.217 For example, the succession of the priesthood to Phinehas is 
reported after the death of Eleazar (SamJosh 23:16 / Ant 5.119).218 Fourth, the divi-
sion of the land in SamJosh follows more closely the one presented in Josephus and 
Ezekiel (Ezek 47:15ff.) than the one presented in MT Joshua.219 Even though Gaster 
was too quick to date the provenance of SamJosh to the exilic or postexilic period, 
especially the relationship of SamJosh with the LXX makes it hard to dismiss it merely 
as late medieval reception history of MT Joshua.220 
 A somewhat mediating position was presented by Alan D. Crown, who showed 
that, on the one hand, much of the early criticism of SamJosh was either unfounded 
or too hasty and, on the other hand, the claims made by Gaster were too extreme. 
According to Crown, Gaster did not, for example, consider the possibility that while 
the core of SamJosh might be ancient, the composition as it stands may have gone 
through several changes along its long transmission process.221 Crown himself argued 
that a text like that found in SamJosh probably served as a source of the Arabic ver-
sion, and was written utilizing earlier sources which may even reflect traditions from 
the third and fourth centuries CE.222 According to his analysis of several textual de-
tails, it is more probable that a Hebrew text like SamJosh was the source of the Arabic 
version rather than the other way around.223  
The merit in the analysis by Crown is that he allows for a long transmission 
history for the Samaritan Joshua texts: while much of it is indeed probably late re-
ception history and Samaritan interpretations, one cannot dismiss the possibility that 
it might build upon older traditions. Indeed, as is seen in the pluriformity of the early 
textual material (MT, LXX, and Qumran) and the rewritten Joshua scrolls, we simply 
do not know all the textual forms of the book of Joshua present in the Second Temple 
period. Interestingly, Feldman has noted that there are parallels between 4Q378 and 
                                                     
217 Gaster 1925, 137. 
218 See also Nodet 1997, 199: “...since it is really improbable that Josephus had sought Samaritan 
sources, or that the Jewish Antiquities would have had any influence on the present JosS, it must be 
concluded that one as well as the other, despite their reputation for inaccuracy, had drawn a common 
source...” 
219 Gaster 1908, 220–222; 1925, 138–139. 
220 For example, Dozeman (2015, 83–84) limits the discussion of the Samaritan Joshua material by 
presenting it only as late medieval reception history. To be sure, most commentators neglect the Sa-
maritan Joshua texts altogether. 
221 Crown 1972, 86–87. 
222 Crown 1964, 79–100. 
223 Crown 1972, 86–111. As agreed also by Stenhouse 1989, 220. 
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4Q379 and the Arabic and Hebrew Samaritan Joshua traditions; for example, both 
claim that the crossing of the Jordan took place during the year of Jubilee.224 There-
fore, it is heuristically interesting to entertain the possibility that SamJosh might, in 
fact, “have a longer history than currently allowed by western scholars”.225 
 In addition to the independent books of Joshua, a major part of the Samaritan 
Chronicles or Sepher Hayamim is devoted to the events that took place during the 
time of Joshua. As for the biblical books, it contains material parallel to the books of 
Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, II Chronicles, and Psalms. The work is extant in several 
manuscripts. The most accessible edition was published by John Macdonald in 1969, 
following in its main text a modern manuscript which was copied by Tobiah ben 
Phinehas in Shechem. In addition, Macdonald presents variant readings from other 
manuscripts in an extensive apparatus.226 Even though Macdonald cautions strongly 
not to confuse Sepher Hayamim with the independent SamJosh published by Gas-
ter,227 the work overlaps in many instances with SamJosh and both should therefore 
be considered together when analyzing the Samaritan Joshua traditions. While Se-
pher Hayamim is often judged as representing merely late reception history of 
Joshua, Macdonald himself notes: “But even if the ST is a later work in extenso, it 
may contain genuinely ancient traditions which antedate some polemical MT pas-
sages.”228 
 As for MT Josh 24, SamJosh 22 contains the closest parallel combining elements 
found from Josh 23 and 24. There, Joshua gathers the people on Mt. Gerizim before 
his death (vv. 1–6). The people swear that they will serve YHWH alone, Joshua makes 
a covenant with the people, and gives them the law (vv. 6–17). The law is written in 
a book which is given over to the Levites (v. 17). Then the altar is established on Mt. 
Gerizim (vv. 18–22), the kingship is lotted (v. 22), and Joshua dies and is buried to Mt. 
Gerizim (vv. 22–24). Also, SamJosh 23 parallels partly with the end of Josh 24, re-
calling in a longer form the priesthood of Eleazar and the succession of the priest-
hood to Phinehas, who renews the covenant and authors the calendar.229 Sepher 
                                                     
224 Feldman 2013, 195–197. 
225 Crown, Pummer & Tal 1993, 42. 
226 For the Joshua part of Sepher Hayamim, Macdonald (1969, 9–10) utilized six different manu-
scripts.  
227 Macdonald 1969, 5. 
228 Macdonald 1969, 89. See also Stenhouse 1989, 222–223 and Hjelm 2000, 98–99. 
229 Gaster 1908, 214–215. 
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Hayamim contains a similar text differing only in some textual details.230 I will return 
to an analysis of this text in section 3.6. 
 The Samaritan Joshua texts contain readings that are far too interesting to be 
bypassed without an examination.231 Therefore, I propose that the text should be 
approached without a priori expectations, while also keeping in mind the uncertainty 
relating to its character and the fact that the earliest witnesses for this text are mod-
ern. In this study, I will analyze the Samaritan text parallel to Josh 23–24 utilizing 
internal criteria for evaluating its readings. In practice, I will compare the text of Sam-
Josh with textual evidence from the OG and the MT that we know for sure stems 
from the Second Temple period. In addition, SamJosh might shed light on some tex-
tual and literary questions. Hence, I will offer a fresh analysis on SamJosh 22 in sec-
tion 3.6 after having examined the primary textual evidence. I wish to emphasize that 
such an analysis is exploratory in nature. My textual and literary analysis of the pri-
mary textual evidence of Josh 24 does not, in any way, rely on the Samaritan sources. 
This would be problematic since, at this point, the earliest version of the Samaritan 
farewell speech of Joshua has only been preserved in very late manuscripts. Moreo-
ver, some features of the Samaritan farewell speech of Joshua overlap with literary 
and redaction criticism of the chapter, which is why I will also refer to SamJosh in the 




                                                     
230 Macdonald 1969, 98–99; 29–31. 
231 Nodet (1997, 195–201) has argued briefly that the book of Joshua originally came to the Judeans 
from the Samaritans. In his opinion, SamJosh is not derived from the MT. Thus, he also argues that 
the Samaritan Joshua material and its position in the textual history of the book of Joshua needs to 
be evaluated anew. 
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3. Documented Evidence of Editing in Joshua 24 
3.1 Introductory Remarks 
The aim of this section is to evaluate the differences between the MT and OG ver-
sions of Josh 24. Ultimately, the analysis will result in a model of the latest diachronic 
development of the Hebrew text of Josh 24 as attested by textual evidence. The anal-
ysis of the text is divided into three sections (Josh 24:1–13, 14–27, 28–33) for the 
sake of clarity.232 Each section has three parts. First, the MT and OG are presented in 
a table with translations. The most significant differences are marked already in the 
table.233 Second, some key variants in the LXX manuscripts are introduced and ana-
lyzed to work with the best possible approximation of the OG.234 Third, the variants 
between the OG and the MT are analyzed. This constitutes the longest part of the 
analysis. 
 Before moving on with the analysis, some observations need to be given on the 
second phase of the analysis, the evaluation of the variant Greek readings. The notes 
on the variant Greek readings are made up of three parts. First, a short listing of the 
most important variants is given in an apparatus format below the text. The appa-
ratus is not complete, but records variants pertaining to the differences between the 
MT and the OG and the most notable secondary Greek revisions. The format of the 
apparatus is like that of the Göttingen editions.235 To simplify the apparatus, I have 
utilized the manuscript groups discussed in section 2.3.1.1. The manuscript group 
siglum is used in the apparatus if the most important manuscripts, those printed in 
bold in the list below, have the reading. Accordingly, if some of the most important 
bolded manuscripts in that group do not contain the reading, this will be specified 
with a minus in the upper index. Second, the readings in the modern editions of Rah-
lfs and Margolis are discussed if they differ. These differences are analyzed building 
                                                     
232 The division also follows the basic literary distinctions within Josh 24. See section 4. 
233 The markings are as follows: plusses are boxed, different expressions are highlighted with a gray 
background, and a different order between the texts is marked with bold. Differences in the Greek 
created by a free and contextual translation technique are highlighted through a differing English 
translation. 
234 My approximation of the OG differs from the edition of Rahlfs in two instances (24:5, 27). There 
are also some additional cases where a different OG could be imagined. These possibilities will be 
discussed in the text-critical analysis of the OG. 
235 The readings in the LXX manuscripts have been consulted mostly from the Cambridge edition of 
Brooke-McLean and digital images. I also want to thank Christian Schäfer of the Göttingen Academy 
of Sciences for providing additional information concerning the Septuagint witnesses for Joshua. 
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partly on the thorough study by Den Hertog.236 Third, the arguments for the most 
probable OG reading are given, and the possible reasons for the secondary readings 
are discussed. 
 In the apparatus, I utilize the manuscript groups of Margolis introduced in sec-
tion 2.3.1. This is by far the best and most-used grouping of the Greek MSS mate-
rial.237 The geographical connotations of the groups should not, however, be stressed 
too much. For this reason, I have used the more common sigla L and O instead of the 
sigla used by Margolis. Since the critical edition of Joshua is still currently underway 
for the series of the Academy of Sciences in Göttingen, the grouping used in this study 
is far from the final grouping of Joshua manuscripts. However, the division of the 
main witnesses to these groups is based on solid earlier research. The groups are 
presented in the list below. The most important representatives of each group are 
listed first and marked in bold.238 
 
E B 120 129 
707 946 
55 82 (mixed) 
O G 19 108 376 426 
L 54´ = 54 75 
44´ = 44 106 134 314 
K 74 76 84 118 125 127 537 610 
Oxf. Bodl. Laud. gr. 3610 
C A M V 29 55 59 82 121 407 
W 68 71 122 318 488 527 669 
M 15 52 53 56 57 58 85 130 344 509 
F 16 18 30 46 64 72 73 126 128 131 236 246 313 319 320 328 343 346 381 
392 414 417 422 461 489 528 529 530 550 551 552 616 619 661 716 730 
739 761 
(These MSS are not necessarily interdependent. Many of them rest on C but 
also include readings from other groups.) 
                                                     
236 Den Hertog 1996, 30–109. When differing from my main text, the readings of Rahlfs (Ra) and 
Margolis (Ma) are mentioned in the apparatus. 
237 For an overview, discussion, and comparison with the groups of Pretzl, see Den Hertog 1996, 3–
29. See also Tov 1999b, 26. 
238 The identification of the bolded manuscripts as the most important is based on the work by Mar-
golis and Den Hertog 1996, 5–6. The subgroupings of O by Margolis are not followed here, since they 
rely on the problematic Tetrapla assumption. See section 2.3.1.1. Since the focus is on the manuscripts 
printed with bold, the grouping given here is not complete. Indeed, it could not be, since research on 
the Greek Joshua manuscripts is still far from complete. La100 is the only daughter version that is 
marked in the apparatus on a regular basis. 
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3.2 Josh 24:1–13: Text and Apparatus 
MT (BHS) OG 
ַ  ַוֶּיֶאסֹף 1   ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ְׁשֶכָמה ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֶאת־ָּכל־ִׁשְבֵטי




ִהים ִלְפֵני ַוִּיְתַיְּצבּו  ָהֱא
 
And Joshua gathered  
all the tribes of Israel to Shechem,  
and summoned the elders of Israel, 
and their heads,  
and their judges,  
and their scribes 
and they set themselves before God. 
1 Καὶ συνήγαγεν Ἰησοῦς  
πάσας φυλὰς ᾿Ισραὴλ εἰς Σηλώ  
καὶ συνεκάλεσεν τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους αὐτῶν  
 
καὶ τοὺς γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν  
καὶ τοὺς δικαστὰς αὐτῶν  
καὶ ἔστησεν αὐτοὺς ἀπέναντι τοῦ θεοῦ. 
 
And Iesous gathered  
all the tribes of Israel to Selo  
and summoned their elders  
 
and their scribes  
and their judges  
and set them before God. 
ַ  ַוּיֹאֶמר 2  ְיהֹוֻׁש
 ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם 
ֵהי ְיהָוה ּכֹה־ָאַמר  ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֱא
 ַהָּנָהר ְּבֵעֶבר
  ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ָיְׁשבּו
 ַאְבָרָהם ֲאִבי ֶּתַרח ֵמעֹוָלם
 ָנחֹור ַוֲאִבי
ִהים ַוַּיַעְבדּו  ֲאֵחִרים ֱא
 
And Joshua said 
to all the people: 
“Thus says YHWH, the God of Israel:  
‘Beyond the river 
lived your fathers in ancient times, 
Terah the father of Abraham 
and the father of Nahor 
and they served other gods. 
2 καὶ εἶπεν Ἰησοῦς  
πρὸς πάντα τὸν λαόν  
Τάδε λέγει κύριος ὁ θεὸς ᾿Ισραήλ 
Πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ  
κατῴκησαν οἱ πατέρες ὑμῶν 
τὸ ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς, Θάρα ὁ πατὴρ ᾿Αβραὰμ  
καὶ ὁ πατὴρ Ναχώρ,  
καὶ ἐλάτρευσαν θεοῖς ἑτέροις. 
 
And Iesous said  
to all the people: 
“Thus says Lord, the God of Israel:  
‘Beyond the river 
lived your fathers in ancient times, 
Thara the father of Abraam 
and the father of Nahor 
and they served other gods. 
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  ֶאת־ַאְבָרָהם ֶאת־ֲאִביֶכם ָוֶאַּקח 3
  ַהָּנָהר ֵמֵעֶבר
  ְּכָנַען ְּבָכל־ֶאֶרץ אֹותֹו ָואֹוֵל
  ֶאת־ַזְרעֹו ָוֶאֶרב
 ֶאת־ִיְצָחק ָוֶאֶּתן־לֹו
 
And I took your father Abraham  
from beyond the River  
and led him in all the land of Canaan  
and made his offspring many.  
And I gave him Isaac 
3 καὶ ἔλαβον τὸν πατέρα ὑμῶν τὸν ᾿Αβραὰμ  
ἐκ τοῦ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ  
καὶ ὡδήγησα αὐτὸν ἐν πάσῃ τῇ γῇ  
καὶ ἐπλήθυνα αὐτοῦ σπέρμα  
καὶ ἔδωκα αὐτῷ τὸν ᾿Ισαάκ 
 
And I took your father Abraam  
from beyond the river  
and led him in all the land  
and made his offspring many.  
And I gave him Isaac 
  ְוֶאת־ֵעָׂשו ֶאת־ַיֲעקֹב ְלִיְצָחק ָוֶאֵּתן 4
  ֵׂשִעיר ֶאת־ַהר ְלֵעָׂשו ָוֶאֵּתן
  אֹותֹו ָלֶרֶׁשת





and to Isaac I gave Jacob and Esau.  
And I gave Esau the mountain of Seir  
to take into his possession.  
But Jacob and his sons  
went down to Egypt. 
4 καὶ τῷ ᾿Ισαὰκ τὸν ᾿Ιακὼβ καὶ τὸν ᾿Ησαύ· 
καὶ ἔδωκα τῷ ᾿Ησαὺ τὸ ὄρος τὸ Σηιρ 
κληρονομῆσαι αὐτῷ,  
καὶ ᾿Ιακὼβ καὶ οἱ υἱοὶ αὐτοῦ  
κατέβησαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον  
καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ εἰς ἔθνος μέγα  
καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν. 
 
and to Isaac Jacob and Esau.  
And I gave Esau the mountain of Seir 
for him to inherit.  
But Jacob and his sons  
went down to Egypt  
and became there a great nation, 
populous and mighty, 
5 
 ַאֲהרֹן-ְוֶאת ֹמֶׁשה-ֶאת ָוֶאְׁשַלח
  ֶאת־ִמְצַרִים ָוֶאֹּגף
  ְּבִקְרּבֹו ָעִׂשיִתי ַּכֲאֶׁשר
 ֶאְתֶכם הֹוֵצאִתי ְוַאַחר
 
 
Then I sent Moses and Aaron  
and I smote Egypt  
just as I did in its midst  
and afterwards I brought you out.  
5 καὶ ἐκάκωσαν αὐτοὺς οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι,  
 
καὶ ἐπάταξεν κύριος τὴν Αἴγυπτον  
ἐν σημείοις οἷς ἐποίησεν ἐν αὐτοῖς,  
καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα ἐξήγαγεν ὑμᾶς 
 
and the Egyptians afflicted them.’  
 
And the Lord smote Egypt  
with miracles that he did in their midst  
and afterwards he brought you out 
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  ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ֶאת ָואֹוִציא 6 
  ִמִּמְצַרִים
  ַהָּיָּמה ַוָּתבֹאּו
 
  ִמְצַרִים ַוִּיְרְּדפּו
  ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ַאֲחֵרי
  ּוְבָפָרִׁשים ְּבֶרֶכב
 ַים־סּוף
 
And I brought your fathers out  
of Egypt 
and you came to the sea.  
And the Egyptians pursued  
after your fathers 
with chariots and horses  
to the Sea of Reeds. 
6 
ἐξ Αἰγύπτου,  
καὶ εἰσήλθατε εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν  
τὴν ἐρυθράν.  
καὶ κατεδίωξαν οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι  
ὀπίσω τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν  
ἐν ἅρμασιν καὶ ἐν ἵπποις  
εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν τὴν ἐρυθράν, 
 
 
of Egypt  
and you came to the Sea of Reeds.  
And the Egyptians pursued  
after your fathers  
with chariots and horses  
to the Sea of Reeds. 
  ֶאל־ְיהָוה ַוִּיְצֲעקּו 7
  ַמֲאֵפל ַוָּיֶׂשם
  ֶכםֵּביֵני
  ַהִּמְצִרים ּוֵבין
  ָעָליו ַוָּיֵבא
  ֶאת־ַהָּים
  ַוְיַכֵּסהּו
  ֵעיֵניֶכם ַוִּתְרֶאיָנה
 ָעִׂשיִתיֲאֶׁשר־ ֵאת
  ְּבִמְצָרִים 
  ַבִּמְדָּבר ַוֵּתְׁשבּו
 ַרִּבים ָיִמים
 
And they cried out to YHWH  
and he put darkness  
between you and the Egyptians,  
and he brought the sea upon them  
and covered them. 
And your eyes saw  
what I did in Egypt.  
Then you lived in the wilderness  
many days. 
7 καὶ ἀνεβοήσαμεν πρὸς κύριον,  
καὶ ἔδωκεν νεφέλην καὶ γνόφον  
ἀνὰ μέσον ἡμῶν  
καὶ ἀνὰ μέσον τῶν Αἰγυπτίων  
καὶ ἐπήγαγεν ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς  
τὴν θάλασσαν,  
καὶ ἐκάλυψεν αὐτούς,  
καὶ εἴδοσαν οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ὑμῶν  
ὅσα ἐποίησεν κύριος  
ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ.  
καὶ ἦτε ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ  
ἡμέρας πλείους. 
 
And we cried out to the Lord  
and he put a cloud and darkness  
between us and the Egyptians,  
and he brought the sea upon them  
and covered them. 
And your eyes saw  
what the Lord did in the land of Egypt.  
Then you were in the wilderness  
many days. 
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  ָהֱאֹמִרי ֶאל־ֶאֶרץ ֶאְתֶכם ָוָאִבא 8
  ַהַּיְרֵּדן ְּבֵעֶבר ַהּיֹוֵׁשב
  ַוִּיָּלֲחמּו ִאְּתֶכם
  אֹוָתם ָוֶאֵּתן
  ְּבֶיְדֶכם




And I brought you to the land of the Amorites  
who lived beyond Jordan. 
And they fought against you 
and I handed them over into your hands. 
And you took possession of their land  
and I destroyed them before you. 
8 καὶ ἤγαγεν ὑμᾶς εἰς γῆν Αμορραίων  
τῶν κατοικούντων πέραν τοῦ Ιορδάνου,  
καὶ παρετάξαντο ὑμῖν, 
καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς κύριος  
εἰς τὰς χεῖρας ὑμῶν,  
καὶ κατεκληρονομήσατε τὴν γῆν αὐτῶν  
καὶ ἐξωλεθρεύσατε αὐτοὺς  
ἀπὸ προσώπου ὑμῶν. 
 
And he brought you to the land of the Amorites  
who lived beyond Jordan. 
And they fought against you 
and the Lord handed them over into your hands. 
And you took possession of their land  
and you destroyed them before you. 
  ֶּבן־ִצּפֹור ָּבָלק ַוָּיָקם 9
  מֹוָאב ֶמֶל
  ְּבִיְׂשָרֵאל ַוִּיָּלֶחם
  ַוִּיְקָרא ַוִּיְׁשַלח
 ֶאְתֶכם ְלַקֵּלל ֶּבן־ְּבעֹור ְלִבְלָעם
 
And rose Balak the son of Zippor,  
king of Moab, to fight against Israel.  
And he sent and invited  
Balaam the son of Beor to curse you. 
9 καὶ ἀνέστη Βαλὰκ ὁ τοῦ Σεπφὼρ 
βασιλεὺς Μωὰβ  
καὶ παρετάξατο τῷ Ισραήλ  
καὶ ἀποστείλας ἐκάλεσεν  
τὸν Βαλαὰμ ἀράσασθαι ὑμῖν·  
 
And rose Balak the son of Zephor,  
king of Moab, to fight against Israel.  
And he sent and invited  
Balaam to curse you. 
ַ ְלִבְלָעם 10  ְולֹא ָאִביִתי ִלְׁשֹמ
 
  ֶאְתֶכם ָּברֹו ַוְיָבֶר
 ִמָּידֹו ֶאְתֶכם ָוַאִּצל
 
 
But I would not listen to Balaam.  
And indeed, he blessed you (pl.) 
and I rescued you (pl.) out of his hand.  
10 καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησεν  
κύριος ὁ θεός σου ἀπολέσαι σε, 
καὶ εὐλογίαν εὐλόγησεν ὑμᾶς,  
καὶ ἐξείλατο ὑμᾶς ἐκ χειρῶν αὐτῶν  
καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτούς. 
 
But the Lord your God would not destroy you (sg.).  
And indeed, he blessed you (pl.) 
and rescued you (pl.) out of their hands  
and handed them over. 
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  ֶאת־ַהַּיְרֵּדן ַוַּתַעְברּו 11
  ֶאל־ְיִריחֹו ַוָּתבֹאּו
  ָבֶכם ַוִּיָּלֲחמּו
 ְיִריחֹו ָהֱאֹמִרי-ַּבֲעֵלי
  ְוַהְּכַנֲעִני ְוַהְּפִרִּזי
 
  ְוַהִּגְרָּגִׁשי ְוַהִחִּתי
  ְוַהְיבּוִסי ַהִחִּוי
  אֹוָתם ָוֶאֵּתן
 ְּבֶיְדֶכם
 
You crossed over Jordan and came to  
Jericho and the citizens of Jericho  
fought against you; the Amorites,  
the Perizzites, the Canaanites,  
 
the Hittites, the Girgashites,  
the Hivites, and the Jebusites; 
and I handed them in your hands. 
11 καὶ διέβητε τὸν ᾿Ιορδάνην 
καὶ παρεγενήθητε εἰς ᾿Ιεριχώ·  
καὶ ἐπολέμησαν πρὸς ὑμᾶς  
οἱ κατοικοῦντες ᾿Ιεριχώ, ὁ ᾿Αμορραῖος  
καὶ ὁ Χαναναῖος καὶ ὁ Φερεζαῖος  
καὶ ὁ Εὑαῖος καὶ ὁ ᾿Ιεβουσαῖος  
καὶ ὁ Χετταῖος καὶ ὁ Γεργεσαῖος,  
 
καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς κύριος  
εἰς τὰς χεῖρας ὑμῶν. 
 
You crossed over Jordan and came to  
Jericho and the inhabitants of Iericho  
fought against you; the Amorites,  
the Canaanites, the Perizzites 
the Hivites, the Jebusites,   
the Hittites, and the Girgashites;  
 
and the Lord handed them in your hands.  
  ִלְפֵניֶכם ָוֶאְׁשַלח 12
  אֹוָתם ַוְּתָגֶרׁש ֶאת־ַהִּצְרָעה
 ַמְלֵכי ְׁשֵניִמְּפֵניֶכם 
  ְבַחְרְּב לֹא ָהֱאֹמִרי
 ְבַקְׁשֶּת ְולֹא
 
I sent ahead of you the hornet and drove them  
from before you, the two kings of the  
Amorites; not by your sword or your bow. 
12 καὶ ἐξαπέστειλεν προτέραν ὑμῶν  
τὴν σφηκιάν, καὶ ἐξέβαλεν αὐτοὺς  
ἀπὸ προσώπου ὑμῶν, δώδεκα βασιλεῖς  
τῶν Αμορραίων, οὐκ ἐν τῇ ῥομφαίᾳ σου  
οὐδὲ ἐν τῷ τόξῳ σου. 
 
He sent ahead of you the hornet and drove them  
from before you, the twelve kings of the  
Amorites; not by your sword or your bow. 
  ֶאֶרץ ָלֶכם ָוֶאֵּתן 13
  ָּבּה לֹא־ָיַגְעָּת  ֲאֶׁשר
  לֹא־ְבִניֶתם ֲאֶׁשר ְוָעִרים
  ָּבֶהם ַוֵּתְׁשבּו
  ְוֵזיִתים ְּכָרִמים
 ֹאְכִלים ַאֶּתם לֹא־ְנַטְעֶּתם ֲאֶׁשר
 
And I gave you a land which you did not labor,  
cities that you did not built, and you live  
in them; of vineyards and olive yards,  
that you did not plant, you will eat.’ 
13 καὶ ἔδωκεν ὑμῖν γῆν,  
ἐφ᾿ ἣν οὐκ ἐκοπιάσατε ἐπ᾿ αὐτῆς,  
καὶ πόλεις, ἃς οὐκ ᾠκοδομήσατε,  
καὶ κατῳκίσθητε ἐν αὐταῖς·  
καὶ ἀμπελῶνας καὶ ἐλαιῶνας,  
οὓς οὐκ ἐφυτεύσατε, ὑμεῖς ἔδεσθε.  
 
And he gave you a land which you did not labor,  
cities that you did not build, and you were settled  
in them; of vineyards and olive yards,  
that you did not plant, you will eat. 
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3.2.1 Text-Critical Analysis of the OG 
24:1 The OG reading is σηλω as agreed by Rahlfs and Margolis. This is the reading 
supported not only by most Greek manuscripts, but also Old Latin and Ethiopic. Some 
Greek manuscripts secondarily correct towards the Hebrew with συχεμ, a reading 
also attested in the Syrohexapla. 
 The OG text of the list of leaders differs between the editions of Rahlfs and 
Margolis. Margolis includes the majority reading και τους αρχοντας αυτων “and their 
rulers” which is missing from some MSS in the E and L groups. The decision by Mar-
golis has wide MSS support but one must agree with Den Hertog that this is probably 
a later revision towards the MT.239 Here, it is best to follow the text of Rahlfs, which 
reads the shortest version of the list of leaders with only three groups of leaders. The 
other Greek readings are well explained as expansions of this shorter list towards 
some form of the Hebrew list of leaders. 
 Several MSS from all groups change the singular ἔστησεν αὐτοὺς “he set them” 
to the plural εστησαν “they appeared” changing the verb and omitting αὐτοὺς. This is 
probably an early correction towards Hebrew, and both Rahlfs and Margolis have the 
singular in the main text. The omission of αὐτοὺς in some L MSS is probably secondary 
and stylistic, since the object of the verb is already mentioned before.  
 
24:2 The OG translator probably employs the common and better equivalent 
κατοικέω “to dwell” for the Hebrew ישב “to dwell” (see, for example, Gen 11:2; Exod 
12:40; Josh 15:63, 19:48, 21:43, 22:33). The C group and some other MSS secondarily 
changes it to παροικέω “to live in as a stranger”, highlighting that they did not belong 
in that land. However, one could also argue that the translator used this verb, and 
that it was secondarily changed to a verb closer to the Hebrew. Therefore, while it is 
possible that either verb goes back to the OG, it is probable that in any case the He-
brew Vorlage of the OG reflected ישב. 
 MS 55 contains an interesting isolated addition “they served those which they 
did not know” at the end of the verse. This secondary addition could be inspired by 
Deut 29:26. 
 
                                                     
239 Den Hertog 1996, 55–56. 
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24:3 The OG text does not have an equivalent for the Hebrew ְּכָנַען “Canaan” as 
agreed by Rahlfs and Margolis. An equivalent for Canaan is secondarily added in sev-
eral MSS in different groups, in the Armenian and Ethiopic translations, and the Syro-
hexapla, to bring the text closer to the Hebrew. The addition χανααν is therefore 
probably Hexaplaric. 
 
24:4 There is a minor difference between the editions of Rahlfs and Margolis. Rahlfs 
follows the majority of the MSS with κληρονομῆσαι αὐτῷ “for him to inherit”. Margolis 
follows a small minority of MSS with the reading κληρονομῆσαι αυτό (substituting ω 
with ο). According to Thackeray, the distinction between long and short vowels dis-
appered in Egypt quite early sometime in the second century BCE, and is mostly con-
fined to illiterate documents. There is some confusion between ω and ο between 
different MSS.240 Den Hertog notes that for the Hebrew אֹותו the Greek dative αὐτῷ 
would not be a precise equivalent. The equivalence אֹותו - αυτό, on the other hand, is 
unproblematic. Den Hertog further adds that a scribal error from αυτό to αὐτῷ is 
easier to explain than the other way around. This is due to the τῷ Ησαυ “to Esau” 
that could have sparked the error.241 It is difficult to reliably deduce which is the ear-
lier vowel. The variant is relatively minor, and does not influence the text in any major 
way. Thus, in this study the majority of the manuscripts, and the manuscripts that 
usually reflect better readings (E), are followed with the reading αὐτῷ. 
 
24:5–13 In the historical summary of vv. 5–13, there is variation in the verbal per-
sonal forms between the MT (first-person, YHWH as subject) and OG (third-person, 
Joshua as subject). The third-person formulations have strong MSS support and 
clearly belong to the OG. Also, Rahlfs and Margolis agree that the third-person for-
mulation runs throughout the OG text of 5–13. There are only sporadic corrections 
to a first-person formulation in some MSS. These are presented in more detail in the 
table at the beginning of section 3.2.2.5. 
 
24:5 Margolis omits κύριος “the Lord” after καὶ ἐπάταξεν “and he smote”, a decision 
that is supported by B 19-426 55 15. It is probable that the omission of κύριος in these 
                                                     
240 Thackeray 1909, 89. 
241 Den Hertog 1996, 43. 
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MSS is a secondary approximation towards the MT.242 At this point, B is problematic. 
In addition to this omission, the verbal form is peculiar. The reading of B from the 
hand of the original scribe was the third-person plural επαταξαν “and they smote”, 
and it has been later corrected towards the Hebrew first-person singular επαταξα 
“and I smote”. B also reads the next verb ἐποίησεν “he did” in the third-person plural. 
The probable OG reading ἐπάταξεν κύριος “and the Lord smote” is attested in almost 
all the remaining MSS in all the groups. 
 The OG of Josh 24:5 read ἐν σημείοις οἷς ἐποίησεν ἐν αὐτοῖς “with the miracles 
that he did in their midst”. The editions of Rahlfs or Margolis do not include the “mir-
acles” in the OG. Contrary to their editions, ἐν σημείοις “with miracles” should be 
included in the OG. It is the reading furthest away from the MT and is supported by 
most MSS including Old Latin. The secondary omission of “miracles” can be explained 
as a later correction towards the proto-MT text. This earliest Greek reading should 
probably be seen as a translation of a different Hebrew Vorlage reading  ויגף יהוה את
-In addition, Rahlfs and Margolis disagree whether the sec 243.מצרים באתות אשר עשה
ond ἐν-preposition should be included in the OG. Margolis reads it in his OG, however 
Rahlfs omits it. Both the presence and omission of the second ἐν is attested in the E 
group. On top of that, excluding MSS 44 82 509-72, it is present in all the other Greek 
MSS and all the daughter translations. Its secondary omission is probably due do par-
ablepsis (ἐν οἷς ἐποίησεν ἐν αὐτοῖς). In Josh 9:16, the OG translator translated ְּבִקְרּבֹו 
with ἐν αὐτοῖς. Here one should therefore follow the decision by Margolis and include 
it in the OG.244 
 At the beginning of the verse, Margolis gives a half-equivalent for the Hebrew 
reading: και απεστειλα τον Μωυσην “and I sent Moses”. This reading is not attested 
in any MS, and is a conjectural emendation that should be forgotten.245 The OG did 
                                                     
242 Den Hertog 1996, 51. 
243 Boling & Wright (1982, 530) agree, and propose that ἐν οἷς in the B-text probably reflects באשר, 
which became כאשר in the MT through a confusion between ב and כ in the copying process. An alter-
native explanation for the evidence would be that “miracles” was secondarily added as part of a Greek 
revision. However, a search of the variants in the Greek MSS reveals that there are no other similar 
additions in the whole book of Joshua. Furthermore, a reviser would not have had a plausible reason 
to make the addition, since the word is not attested in the Hebrew text and the text is understandable 
without the explicit mention of the miracles. 
244 Thus also Den Hertog 1996, 51. 
245 In addition to this, Margolis presents some conjectures in the OG which, according to Den Hertog 
(1996, 79), reveals his preconceived notion that the translator was working with a Hebrew Vorlage 
quite similar to the MT. 
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not have an equivalent for ַאֲהרֹן-ֶׁשה ְוֶאתמֹ -ָוֶאְׁשַלח ֶאת  “and I sent Moses and Aaron”, 
as evidenced by all the Greek MSS. 
 
24:6 The majority of the MSS begin the verse with τοὺς πατέρας ἡμῶν “our fathers”, 
which probably does not belong to the OG text, as Rahlfs also concluded. Almost all 
the C MSS omit it. It is probably an early revision towards the MT ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ָואֹוִציא ֶאת  
missing from the OG.246 It might have originated as a marginal correction. Some man-
uscripts even add an equivalent (και εξηγαγον) for the Hebrew ָואֹוִציא, revising the 
text even further. 
 
24:7 The L MSS 75-106-134 revise the first-person ἀνεβοήσαμεν “we cried” to the 
third-person plural ανεβοησαν “they cried”, in line with the Hebrew ַוִּיְצֲעקּו “they 
cried” that probably refers to the fathers mentioned in the last verse. Margolis con-
siders this reading to be OG. The more probable OG reading ἀνεβοήσαμεν retains a 
sudden change into the first-person in the verse 24:7a, which is smoothened out in 
the MT. This problem will be discussed in further detail in section 3.2.2.4. 
 
24:8 In verse 8, the Hebrew text reads ַוִּיָּלֲחמּו ִאְּתֶכם “and they fought against you”. 
Rahlfs reads the equivalent καὶ παρετάξαντο ὑμῖν as OG while Margolis omits it. The 
decision of Margolis to omit the phrase is supported only by the three MSS B-129 55. 
The reading presented in Rahlfs, on the other hand, is witnessed by the majority of 
the Greek MSS from all groups and all the daughter translations. While one could 
argue that καὶ παρετάξαντο ὑμῖν was missing from the OG and later filled in as an 
approximation towards the Hebrew, its omission in the few MSS can simply be ex-
plained as a scribal error due to the repeating καὶ παρ- beginnings. 
 The matter is further complicated by the presence of the reading καὶ 
παρετάξατο μωυσης “and Moses fought” in some witnesses (120 82 Aeth Co). Den 
Hertog argues that this is the correct OG reading, which has been secondarily revised 
towards the Hebrew text creating the reading καὶ παρετάξαντο ὑμῖν. The omission of 
the phrase in some of the E witnesses would then be due to a homoioarcton (καὶ 
παρετάξαντο ὑμῖν/-μωυσης καὶ παρέδωκεν).247 However, the reading καὶ παρετάξατο 
                                                     
246 Also Den Hertog 1996, 51. 
247 Den Hertog 1996, 67. 
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μωυσης, with only minor MSS support, more likely represents a later modification 
that inserts Moses into the verse due to the influence of the plus ֹמֶׁשה-ָוֶאְׁשַלח ֶאת  “and 
I sent Moses” in MT Josh 24:5. An argument from content, namely the notion that 
Moses is not mentioned anywhere else in the OG text of Josh 24, further corrobo-
rates the lateness of this reading and weakens the argument by Den Hertog. He is, 
however, probably right in assuming a homoioarcton, which was the reason that 
manuscripts B-129 55 are missing the phrase altogether. 
 Thus, the phrase καὶ παρετάξαντο ὑμῖν should probably be included in the OG. 
This decision is supported by the majority of the Greek MSS. However, this is not the 
only option, since it is also possible that B-129 55 preserve an original minus which 
was later secondarily filled out towards the MT. Due to the sparse manuscript sup-
port and the clear possibility of homioarcton, I find this solution less likely.248 
 
24:9–10 In the Balaam episode several MSS from groups L, C, and M read the first-
person plural pronoun (ἡμᾶς) instead of the second-person plural pronoun (ὑμᾶς) in 
all three occurrences: “- - and he (Balak) sent and invited Balaam to curse us - - and 
indeed he (Balaam) blessed us and (the Lord) rescued us out of their hands”. Green-
spoon has argued that in the phrase εὐλογίαν εὐλόγησεν ὑμᾶς “and indeed he blessed 
you” the second-person pronoun is a Kaige feature, since it is the reading closer to 
the MT and it is probably the reading of Theodotion as attested by MS 344. The OG, 
according to him, thus read εὐλογίαν εὐλόγησεν ἡμᾶς “and indeed he blessed us”.249 
While this is a possible solution, the matter is much more complicated.  Greenspoon 
does not note that variation between ὑμεῖς and ἡμεῖς is a much wider phenomenon 
in 24:6–14, as can be seen in my apparatus. In these verses, the pronoun is used 16 
times. The B-text is most consistent in giving ἡμεῖς (13), however it also reads ὑμεῖς 3 
times. The majority reading is always ὑμεῖς - but ἡμεῖς is also used once in 24:7. Dif-
ferent manuscripts have different combinations of these pronouns. I suspect that ei-
ther the secondary addition τους πατερας ημων at the beginning of 24:6, or the sur-
prising first-person plural verb at the beginning of 24:7 (ἀνεβοήσαμεν), may have mo-
                                                     
248 B and 129 belong to the E-group, which often preserves the OG. However, these witnesses are 
not free from scribal errors. MS 55 could either have derived the scribal error from these manuscripts 
or made it independently. 
249 Greenspoon 1983, 155–156. 
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tivated later changes from ὑμεῖς to ἡμεῖς. Therefore, Rahlfs was probably right to rec-
ognize the secondary ἡμεῖς readings in his edition, which are preserved in varying 
amounts of manuscripts in different instances. Nevertheless, Greenspoon presents 
compelling arguments for going against the majority reading in vv. 9–10, and there 
may have indeed been more variation between ὑμεῖς and ἡμεῖς in the OG. However, 
since variation between these pronouns is such a common itacistic confusion in the 
transmission of Greek manuscripts, I would not dare to reconstruct a Hebrew Vorlage 
differing from the MT in the case of the pronouns. In any case, the variation between 
these pronouns will produce a major challenge for the editor of the Göttingen critical 
edition. 
 
24:9 The OG did probably not have an equivalent for ֶּבן־ְּבעֹור “the son of Beor” as 
agreed by most of the Greek MSS, Margolis, and Rahlfs. Several secondary equiva-
lents, scattered among the different groups of MSS, are found in some MSS as a later 
revision towards the MT expression “the son of Beor”. 
 
24:10 MSS 44 52-57-85txt-130-344 read that the Lord rescued you “from the hands 
of the enemies” (ἐκ χειρῶν ἐχθρῶν). This expression is also used in 1 Sam 10:1, 12:10–
11. Due to the sparse manuscript support, it is likely a late secondary replacement 
aiming at making the Greek of the verse more diverse. 
At the end of 24:10, in the whole L group and some other Greek witnesses, the 
phrase καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτούς, which is a plus in the OG missing from the MT, is prob-
lematic. If one assumes that it was already present in the Vorlage of the translator, 
the phrase would be odd in Hebrew. The hypothetical Vorlage ויתן אותם   does not 
occur as such in the Hebrew Bible, but always in conjunction with a designation of 
where something is delivered. Usually something is delivered into someone’s hands, 
as is the case in Josh 24:8 and 11. We are then most probably dealing with a Greek 
development.250 
                                                     
250 Koopmans (1990, 254–255) suggests carefully that it might be possible to assume a Hebrew Vor-
lage that read ואתן אותם בידכם which would indeed fit well into the context, which has the expression 
twice in 24:8 and 11. This reading is, however, not supported by any Greek MSS in full. Only the Ar-
menian and Sahidic witnesses witness to the retroversion בידכם. Thus, we must state together with 
Koopmans that the “actual proof for a retroversion to a differing Hebrew Vorlage is tenuous here”. 
64 
 
 Rahlfs includes the phrase in the OG text. Margolis does not. The reading is 
attested in groups E and O while many Greek MSS together with La100 omit it. One 
possible textual development is that the OG translator added the phrase to harmo-
nize the defeating of the king of Moab with 24:8 and 11. These verses also end with 
YHWH delivering their enemies into the hands of the Israelites. Accordingly, Den Her-
tog would include the phrase in the OG arguing that the phrase is designed to unify 
the statements of YHWH delivering the various peoples into the hands of the Israel-
ites.251 If the phrase is OG, its omission in some MSS would be explained as a harmo-
nization towards the Hebrew text. Another line would then be visible in the Armenian 
and Sahidic witnesses, which add “into your (our) hands” to make the phrase more 
explicit. 
 One should, however, be cautious in accepting this line of development. The 
decision by Margolis not to include the phrase in the OG is supported by indirect 
evidence. Den Hertog lists the other usages of the phrase παραδίδωμι in OG Joshua 
as follows.252 
 
 παραδίδωμι + acc + εἰς (τὰς) χεῖράς  9 occurrences (8:18; 10:8, 19, 30, 32; 21:44; 24:8, 
       11, 33) 
 παραδίδωμι + acc + attrib. ὑποχείριος 3 occurrences (6:2; 10:12; 11:8) 
 παραδίδωμι + acc + dat   3 occurrences (2:14; 6:16; 7:7) 
 παραδίδωμι + acc + ἐν χειρὶ   2 occurrences (2:24; 10:35) 
 παραδίδωμι + acc + attrib. + ἐναντίον 1 occurrence (11:6) 
 
In the light of these occurrences, the usage of παραδίδωμι only with the accusative 
pronoun (αὐτούς) is unique in OG Joshua. Especially the prominent role of the usage 
παραδίδωμι + Acc + εἰς (τὰς) χεῖράς in the near context (24:8, 11, 33) suggests against 
the conclusion that the reading goes back to the OG translator. When we appreciate 
the fidelity of the translator to his Hebrew Vorlage and his sensitivity in terms of 
producing good Greek, including the phrase καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτούς in the OG seems 
improbable. If the OG indeed lacked the expression, its addition in some MSS can be 
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explained as a secondary development aiming at aligning the verse closer with 24:8 
and 11. 
 All things considered, we are dealing with two explanations whose probabilities 
fall in the 50/50 category. Therefore, the matter cannot be completely settled. In any 
case, there is probably not enough ground to postulate a differing Hebrew Vorlage. 
Whichever is the OG reading, the developments most probably took place in the 
Greek tradition. 
 
24:11 κύριος “the Lord” is secondarily omitted in some Greek manuscripts including 
the main C witnesses and some O MSS as a correction towards the Hebrew text.  
 
24:12 Manuscripts B-129 deviate from the majority reading ἐξέβαλεν, by giving 
εξαπεστειλεν. The verb ἐκβάλλω is the normal translation equivalent for גרש in the 
LXX, also in Josh 24:18. It is also here the most likely OG translation since εξαπεστειλεν 
can be explained as a secondary harmonization towards the first verb in the verse. 
The most probable OG reading, differing from the Hebrew, is δώδεκα βασιλεῖς 
“twelve kings” as given by Rahlfs and Margolis. Manuscripts A 55 121 read δώδεκα 
πολ(ε)ις “twelve cities”, where “cities” is probably used as a euphemism for the in-
habitants of the cities. The reading πολεις could be explained as secondarily deriving 
from the next verse, which also mentions “cities”.253 The reading δυο “two” in some 
MSS is a secondary revision towards the Hebrew text. 
3.2.2 Evaluation between the OG and the MT 
The concluding chapter of the book of Joshua describes the making of a covenant at 
a holy site (MT Shechem, OG Shiloh). The scene is narrated in the form of a dialogue 
between Joshua and the people, together with a description of ritual action related 
to the making of a covenant. The chapter has puzzled many scholars. There are no-
table differences between the OG and the MT in almost every verse, and they begin 
already in the first verse of the chapter. Contrary to many other studies focusing on 
Josh 24, a thorough evaluation of these differences should be the starting point for 
understanding the chapter.   
                                                     
253 Koopmans 1990, 256. 
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3.2.2.1 Harmonization of the List of Leaders (v. 1) 
Verse 24:1 begins with the notion that Joshua gathered all the tribes of Israel at the 
holy site. The list of the different groups of people that Joshua gathered varies be-
tween the OG and the MT. While the MT reads ְלִזְקֵני ִיְׂשָרֵאל “the elders of Israel”, the 
OG reads the third-person plural personal pronoun (“their elders”) instead of ִיְׂשָרֵאל 
“Israel”, and the following ּוְלָראָׁשיו “and their heads” is missing. Whereas the MT has 
two groups of leaders at the beginning, the OG reads simply τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους αὐτῶν 
“their elders”. Moreover, the next two groups of leaders are in a different order: 
while the OG reads “scribes” first and “judges” second, the MT reads “judges” first 
and “scribes” second. This is if τοὺς γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν is an equivalent for the ּוְלׁשְֹטָריו 
in the MT. Otherwise, there might be a different word (ספר) in the Hebrew Vorlage. 
In any case, the list in OG Joshua is shorter and in a different order.254 
 Although this textual variant is somewhat minor, it has an impact on one key 
literary and redaction critical issue, which is the relationship of Josh 24 and 23. Many 
have noted that verse 24:1 forms a link with verse 23:2, in which Joshua also gathers 
the Israelites and its ruling elite for a farewell speech. The dependence of these 
verses has been explained in both directions.255 Accordingly, this link relates to the 
literary-critical question of how these different farewell speeches are to be situated 
and dated in relation to each other. Another important textual link present in Josh 
24:1 is the relationship of this verse with Josh 8:33, in which the Israelites gather for 
another cultic ceremony and reading of the law. In this section I will, nevertheless, 
concentrate on the text-critical issues at hand, and deal with the literary and redac-
tion critical questions more closely in section 4. 
 For text-critical purposes, it is necessary to present the similar lists of leaders 
in 8:33 and 23:2 in a table to see the differences and similarities between the ver-
sions. This will especially help in evaluating how the translator of OG Joshua handled 
the lists of leaders. 
 
 
                                                     
254 Many commentators note this difference, but leave the question of priority between the versions 
open. See, for example, Boling & Wright 1982, 530 and Soggin 1982, 220–223. 
255 See for example Rösel 2011, 364: “The editor who juxtaposed the two chapters introduced the 
leaders (elders, heads, judges, and officers) from 23:2 in 24:1; that way he showed that he was dealing 
with the same assembly.” 
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πρεσβύτεροι αὐτῶν  
 
καὶ οἱ δικασταὶ  






καὶ τὴν γερουσίαν αὐτῶν  
 
καὶ τοὺς ἄρχοντας αὐτῶν  
καὶ τοὺς γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν  
καὶ τοὺς δικαστὰς 





τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους αὐτῶν 
 
καὶ τοὺς γραμματεῖς αὐτῶν 
καὶ τοὺς δικαστὰς αὐτῶν 
 
By comparing the lists of leaders, at least three important observations can be made. 
First, a striking similarity in the OG translations of the lists of leaders is that they all 
end with the same two groups of leaders, which are translated with the same Greek 
equivalents and transposed. These transpositions could be due to a different Hebrew 
Vorlage or, perhaps more likely, deliberate action on behalf of the Greek translator. 
Second, the comparison confirms that the translator deliberately translated the He-
brew שטר “official (or scribe, secretary)” with the Greek equivalent γραμματεύς 
“scribe”. Thus, the Vorlage did not read סופר as one could speculate.256 Third, and 
most strikingly, the OG Josh 24:1 would be an almost literal translation for MT Josh 
8:33. This last point suggests that the translator of OG Josh 24:1 might have been 
working with a different Vorlage than the Hebrew text now present in MT Josh 24:1. 
If this shorter Hebrew Vorlage was the earlier form, the reading in MT Josh 24:1 could 
have emerged through editing in the proto-MT phase that sought to unify the list of 
leaders in Josh 24:1 with the list in 23:2. As one can observe, the lists of leaders in 
MT Josh 24:1 and 23:2 are strikingly similar.257 Before exploring this solution further, 
however, I should review two other possibilities. 
                                                     
256 In the OG of Deuteronomium, שטר is translated with the neologism γραμματοεισαγωγεύς “instruc-
tor” (cf. Deut. 1:15, 16:18, 29:9, 31:28). Otherwise, γραμματεύς is the stock rendering for שטר also in 
the Pentateuch (Auld 2005, 91). 




 One could argue that the differences in the OG list of leaders were prompted 
by a scribal lapse. The only possible error here might he a homoioarcton. More spe-
cifically ּוְלָראָׁשיו “and their rulers” would have dropped out because of the similar 
word beginnings in the list ( ְּול). This explanation would then have to assume that 
“Israel” dropped out due to no visible reasons for a scribal mistake. A combination of 
two scribal lapses could then be regarded as one explanation for the difference. Such 
an explanation, however, is based on unlikely assumptions, since the mistakes would 
have been prompted only by minor features in the text. 
 The difference could also be explained as deliberate editing by the translator. 
According to Koopmans, in this case, there is not enough evidence to assume a dif-
ferent Hebrew Vorlage for OG Josh 24:1. He points out that the OG does not always 
give word-for-word equivalents for such lists of leaders, as is the case in Deut 29:9 
and 31:28. Koopmans also points out the similar list in Josh 23:2 and its translation. 
There the translator seems to be flexible in translating the list, since he gives a free 
equivalent τὴν γερουσίαν αὐτῶν “and their council” for the Hebrew ִלְזֵקָניו “and their 
elders”. Here the order of the last two groups of people is also different, as in 24:1. 
He also mentions the similarities in Josh 8:33 (OG 9:2d) and implies that the transla-
tor could have wanted to keep the same order in every one of these lists.258 
Koopmans is right in taking into account the similar lists in Josh 23:2 and 8:33. It 
should be, however, noted that the fact that the translator uses γερουσία for elders 
is just a “further case of the translator exploiting Greek synonyms”259 and does not 
necessarily corroborate the assumption that the translator would have otherwise 
modified the list. Furthermore, the translator does not seem to harmonize between 
the lists, since he is not consistent in the order of the lists. For example, the order of 
leaders in OG 23:2 and 24:1 is different than in OG 9:2d. 
 One could also attribute the variants to stylistic reasons. Butler notes that “LXX 
avoids repetition by substituting ‘their’ for ‘Israel’”.260 This is not a satisfactory expla-
nation, since the same desire to avoid repetitions is not visible in the other transla-
tions (9:2d, 23:2). For the same reason, this stylistic explanation does not work even 
if attributed to a Hebrew editor. It is easier to explain that “Israel” in MT Josh 24:1 
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259 Auld 2005, 221. 
260 Butler 1983, 263. 
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was added later, than it was secondarily omitted. Nielsen, for example, has argued 
that an editor might have wanted to specify that we are dealing with the elders of 
Israel and not the elders of Shechem.261 This would also explain why a similar addi-
tion was not needed in Josh 23:2, where no place name is needed. This explanation 
is even stronger when one considers that very later editors have felt some uneasiness 
over the event taking place in Shechem.262 
 The best explanation for the textual variant explains how all the other variants 
came to be. If OG Josh 24:1 goes back to a different and earlier Hebrew Vorlage that 
read the concise list of leaders לזקניו ושטרים ושפריו together with Josh 8:33, the read-
ing in MT Josh 24:1 can be explained as having secondarily emerged through harmo-
nization with Josh 23:2. The addition of “Israel” was then made as a clarification due 
to the mention of Shechem. Therefore, the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG likely pre-
serves an earlier link of Josh 24 with Josh 8:30–35 that is not as clear in the MT ver-
sion. Moreover, the link of Josh 24 with Josh 23 is secondarily created, which is im-
portant since textual links between Josh 24 and Josh 23 are rare.263 
 Finally, the concluding clause of the verse has an interesting variant at the end 
where the leaders in question are presented before God. In OG Josh, it is Joshua who 
sets the leaders in front of YHWH (καὶ ἔστησεν αὐτοὺς). In MT Joshua, the hit-
pa'el third-person masculine form of יצב makes it clear that the leaders set them-
selves, or appeared before YHWH (ַוִּיְתַיְּצבּו). Nielsen rightfully concludes that there is 
a different sense of hierarchy.264 In the MT, the leaders themselves are active before 
the Lord, while in the OG Joshua has a more active role. One should not give too 
much meaning to this single variant, since it may have emerged from the hands of 
the translator. What makes this variant more interesting is, however, that in OG Josh 
24:5–13 the events are narrated by Joshua while in the MT the Lord himself speaks. 
Taken together with this variant, one cannot escape the conclusion that in the OG 
text Joshua has a more active role. This aspect will be discussed further in section 
3.2.2.5. 
                                                     
261 Nielsen 1955, 87. 
262 See the next section 3.2.2.2. 
263 This observation is discussed further in section 4.2, focusing on the textual links of Josh 24 with 
other texts. 
264 Nielsen 1955, 87. 
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3.2.2.2 Replacement of Shechem with Shiloh (vv. 1, 25) 
The location of the covenant making is different between the OG and the MT. In OG 
Josh 24:1 and 25 the scene is situated in Shiloh (Σηλω), while in the MT the scene 
takes place at Shechem (ְׁשֶכָמה). This seemingly small difference is not only text-crit-
ically important, but also a key component in many literary and redaction critical 
models, be it in those models which assume that the chapter echoes an ancient She-
chemite covenant renewal tradition,265 or those models that assume a continuation 
with a Pentateuchal E source to Josh 24,266 or models that assume an early continu-
ation from Josh 24 to 1 Sam 1.267 
 Most scholars who have written on this textual problem argue that Shechem is 
probably the earliest reading, and Shiloh is a later harmonization either in the OG 
translation or its Hebrew Vorlage.268 An accidental change is not a plausible explana-
tion, since the place name is different in two different verses. The possibility of a 
scribal mistake is also undermined by the presence of the plus ἐνώπιον τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ 
θεοῦ Ἰσραήλ “before the tent of the God of Israel” at the end of OG 24:25, which is 
clearly connected with the location Shiloh (cf. Josh 18:1). Hence someone has inten-
tionally changed the location either way. 
 The most obvious argument for the originality of Shechem is the connection 
with the oak tree mentioned in 24:26, which implies that the covenant making took 
place in Shechem rather than Shiloh, especially in the light of Gen 12:6, 35:4, and 
Judg 9:6 where the oak relates to Shechem. In addition, a late change from Shechem 
to Shiloh is easier to explain than the other way around. As Tov has rightly noted, 
Shechem fits poorly in the larger context and narrative of the book of Joshua, and it 
could have been seen as necessary to harmonize the name of the holy place. Shiloh 
plays an important role in crucial places in the book of Joshua (Josh 18:1; 21:2; 22:9, 
12), which could have been a motive for such a harmonization.269 Donald G. Schley 
voices the argument concisely, stating that this is a “scribal alteration, to bring Joshua 
                                                     
265 Von Rad 1962, 16–17. 
266 Wellhausen 1899, 133–134. 
267 Knauf 2008, 17–22 and 2013, 120. 
268 Even Holmes (1914, 8–9, 78), who otherwise prefers the OG in most of the variants. Also Nielsen 
1955, 86–87; Auld 1979, 14; Greenspoon 1983, 80; Koopmans 1990, 259–261; Nelson 1997, 262; Tov 
1999a, 161; Becker 2006, 143; Aurelius 2008, 107; Pakkala 2013, 197. 
269 Tov 1999a, 161. Thus also Nelson 1997, 262. 
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24 into conformity with the emphasis placed on Shiloh in Joshua 18–22”.270 The as-
sumed secondary change from Shechem to Shiloh has also been characterized as a 
“Midrash-type exegesis”, wanting to highlight that the location of the camp has not 
been changed since 18:1.271 The argument from harmonization could, however, per-
haps also be imagined the other way around. Namely, in 24:32 the bones of Joseph 
are buried at Shechem (according to all the textual witnesses) and, for example, a 
later addition of this burial notice to chapter 24 could have prompted a secondary 
harmonization of an earlier Shiloh to Shechem in a late stage of transmission of the 
text.272 The argument from harmonization is therefore not conclusive. 
 Since the argument from harmonization with the context is ambiguous, other 
arguments have also been introduced. Several scholars have proposed that the place 
name has been intentionally changed due to anti-Samaritan feelings.273 In the three 
first centuries BCE, the relationship with the Samaritans worsened, and it could have 
been important for a Hebrew editor to remove the idea that the holy center of the 
Samaritan community could have had such a prominent role in the history of Israel. 
Such a change would have more probably happened already in the Hebrew Vorlage 
than the Greek translation, since “the conflict with the Samaritans was more a Pales-
tinian issue and would not have been crucial in Egypt where the Greek translation 
was made”.274 Two different lines of development could thus be discerned from the 
later textual material.275 On the one hand, the Samaritan book Joshua futher high-
lights the role of Shechem by adding to verse 24:1 “at Mt. Gerizim” and to 24:25–26 
“at the foot of Mt. Gerizim”.276 On the other hand, the Vorlage of OG replaces She-
chem with Shiloh, and Josephus continues the animosity against the Samaritans by 
remaining silent about the cultic ceremonies attached to Joshua 24, thus diminishing 
the Samaritans claim of importance.277 
                                                     
270 Schley 1989, 225. 
271 Den Hertog 2011, 654. Thus also Becker 2006, 143. 
272 Although the mention of Shechem here could also corroborate the originality of it in Josh 24, as 
noted by Pakkala 2013, 197. 
273 Already Hollenberg 1876, 17. Also, for example, Nielsen 1955, 86; Knauf 2008, 195; Pakkala 2013, 
197. 
274 Pakkala 2013, 197. 
275 As envisioned also by Hjelm 2008, 4–7. 
276 Hjelm 2000, 241. 
277 See Ant. 5.115–116. This interpretation by Hjelm (2008, 2–5) and others is corroborated by other 
instances in Josephus which downplay the importance of Shechem by omitting it from several pas-
sages: Ant. 1.157 / Gen 12:6–7; Ant. 2.200, 5.117–118 / Gen 50:25, Exod 13:19, Josh 24:29–33. See 
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 It has also been argued that the change to Shiloh could have been made by the 
translator.278 Koopmans has suggested that the change to Shiloh relates to a motive 
of making verses 24:1, 25 more “innocuous” by clarifying some objectionable ele-
ments present in the MT. The translator would, first, be responsible for adding the 
plus ἐνώπιον τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ἰσραήλ “before the tent of the God of Israel” at the 
end of verse 25. This addition would have brought the verse closer to verse 1 (καὶ 
ἔστησεν αὐτοὺς ἀπέναντι τοῦ θεοῦ “and set them before God”), and also resembles 
the next verse 26 (καὶ ἔστησεν αὐτὸν ... ἀπέναντι κυρίου “and set it ... before the 
Lord”). In this way, the setting of the gathering was transformed into a regular meet-
ing before the tabernacle, and the more mysterious setting of the MT (Josh. 24:26: 
 by the sanctuary of the Lord”) was downplayed. The translator who“ ְּבִמְקַּדׁש ְיהָוה
wanted to transform the setting for more innocent reasons would then also be re-
sponsible for substituting Shechem with Shiloh. According to Koopmans, he took his 
information for this change from Josh 22:12, 29 where an altar of YHWH was situated 
in Shiloh before the sanctuary. There, the translator also employed the phrase 
ἐναντίον τῆς σκηνῆς αὐτοῦ “before his tent”, which is close to the phrase in verse 25.279 
It is not clear why the change of the setting, postulated by Koopmans, should be at-
tributed particularly to the OG translator and not to an editor behind the Hebrew 
Vorlage. The relationship with 22:12, 29 does not, specifically, give any more weight 
to the argument that the translator rather than a Hebrew editor would have been 
responsible for such a change. Since the translator of OG Joshua is generally faithful 
to the Hebrew Vorlage he is translating, the replacement of the location together 
with an addition is probably too much to expect from him. 
 Despite the majority opinion, it has also been argued that Shiloh was the earlier 
reading. Möhlenbrinck was one of the few early scholars to argue for the priority of 
Shiloh in his 1938 article. His argument is closely connected with his literary-critical 
model, in which it is assumed that in Josh 24 two different conquest traditions are 
                                                     
also Thornton 1998, 128: “The more the existence of a sanctuary in the Shechem area was ignored or 
forgotten, the easier it would be to dismiss Samaritan claims to its importance”. 
278 Holmes (1914, 8–9) notes that in this case the translator “made his only important deliberate 
alteration.” Against the anti-Samaritan motive, Auld (2005, 221) notes that in Josh 21:20–21 Shechem 
is also mentioned as a city of priests in the OG. The mention is, however, in a list of cities, which does 
not have the same weight as identifying it as the site for the making of the covenant, which would 
explain why it was not changed. 
279 Koopmans 1990, 259–260. 
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intertwined. According to Möhlenbrinck, these two conquest traditions, that are re-
vealed by the changes in person in Josh 24—Josuarezension and Jahwerezension—
were already connected in early times, before J and E were incorporated, when Shi-
loh was the more important holy sight. The description of Shiloh as the center for the 
Amphictyony (Amphiktyoniemittelpunkt) in Josh 22 is evidence for Shiloh's early 
provenance. Shiloh was changed to Shechem already at an early stage by the E 
source.280 The overall argument of Möhlenbrinck lies on the assumption that one can 
discern various sources based only on changes in verbal person forms.281 In addition, 
Möhlenbrinck assumes that a rather late textual variant witnesses a change that hap-
pened quite early in the textual history, in a phase that we have no text-critical evi-
dence for. While this is possible, the model gets quite complicated. For text-critical 
purposes one should, however, note that the relationship with Josh 22 can be used 
as an argument for both the priority of Shechem and Shiloh. On the one hand, the 
importance of Shiloh in Josh 22, as Möhlenbrinck argues, could be seen as evidence 
of its primacy also in Josh 24. On the other hand, Shiloh's importance in Josh 22 could 
have prompted a harmonization in Josh 24. 
 Lastly, the relationship with the Samaritans has also been used as an argument 
to evaluate Shiloh (OG) as the earlier reading. Knauf holds that Shiloh is the more 
inclusive reading and therefore earlier.282 He argues that Shiloh was first chosen for 
Josh 24, since it is situated in a central location between Samaria and Judah. There-
fore, the covenant ceremony was addressed to both the Judahite and the Samaritan 
people. A later change to Shechem, the capital of the Samaritans, should then be 
read as an anticipation of what will happen in 1 Kgs 12 where the sin of Jeroboam 
takes place at Shechem. The upcoming fall of Samaria and Israel is then in a subtle 
way inserted to Josh 24. Knauf dates this anti-Samaritan and pro-Hasmonean change 
of location to the late second century BCE conflicts.283 The main textual argument of 
Knauf depends on the question of how Shechem was understood by the editor re-
sponsible for inserting it to Josh 24. Due to the several literary connections of Josh 
                                                     
280 Möhlenbrinck 1938, 250–254. 
281 For criticism against this see, for example, Koopmans 1990, 107–109 and Noort 1998, 208. 
282 Knauf put this hypothesis forth in his commentary (2008, 195), and reports it as a fact in several 
later instances. See, for example, Knauf 2013a, 120 and 2014, 146. 
283 Shiloh as the earlier location plays a prominent role in the compositional model of Knauf. Since 
Josh 24 and 1 Sam 1 both take place in Shiloh, this provides for Knauf evidence that they were origi-
nally connected, and that the book of Judges is a later insertion in between. See section 4.3.5.3. 
74 
 
24 with the Patriarchal stories,284 it is more compelling to understand Shechem not 
only as a place name with negative connotations (1 Kgs 12), but also as a back-refer-
ence to the portrayal of Shechem as the first cult site in Genesis (Gen 33:20, 35:1–
15). The connotations of Shechem are therefore ambiguous, and it is hard to say 
which connotations later editors emphasized. In addition, the argument relies on an 
assumed ancient geographical understanding that differed between Shechem and 
Shiloh; namely, that Shiloh was more understood as combining the Northern and 
Southern kingdoms than Shechem. Since we do not know how different writers un-
derstood the geographical aspects of these sites, it is probably better to look at the 
literary connotations of the place names. At the time of the change reflected in tex-
tual evidence in Josh 24:1, 25, Shechem most probably had a literary connotation of 
belonging to the Samaritans. However, one should keep in mind that different edi-
tors may have understood Shechem in diverse ways. This might have prompted var-
ious kinds of editing in several stages. In any case, an anti-Samaritan change of She-
chem to Shiloh is more probable than an anti-Samaritan change from Shiloh to She-
chem. 
 Due to the ambiguity related to the place names of Shiloh and Shechem in the 
various traditions in the Hebrew Bible, it seems that one should be careful in sug-
gesting a definite solution to the question of primacy between Shechem and Shiloh 
in Josh 24. Overall, the arguments seem to favor the solution that Shechem was the 
earlier reading, which has been changed to Shiloh due to harmonization with Josh 
18–22 and anti-Samaritan motivations. This solution gains corroboration from the 
variant in Josh 24:26, which is discussed in section 3.3.2.4. Locating the covenant 
ceremony at Shechem can indeed likely be interpreted in the way that Blum does 
when he notes: “Concerning the key question: ‘Who belongs to Israel?’ Joshua 24 
defends for its audience an inclusive position.”285 Such an inclusive position has later 
been transformed into a more exclusive one by reducing the importance of the 
Northern holy site in Shechem. Moreover, the assumed omission of the Samaritans 
from the chapter is a relatively good argument, since it can be corroborated by later 
lines of development in other texts (SamJosh and Josephus) and it gives an overall 
historical point of reference for such a change. Therefore, the small textual change is 
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285 Blum 1997, 181–212. 
75 
 
probably related to the tensions between the Samaritans and the Judeans in the last 
centuries before the Common Era. 
 In the light of this discussion, it is also more probable that the plus at the end 
of OG Josh 24:25 ἐνώπιον τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ἰσραήλ “before the tent of the Lord of 
Israel” is a later addition in the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG.286 The variant is closely 
connected with the place name Shiloh, where the tent of the Lord is initially erected 
(Josh 18:1ff.). The tent is also connected to Shiloh elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (i.e. 
Ps 78:60). Thus, the addition was likely made when the location of the scene was 
changed. 
 The uncertainty related to the holy site in Josh 24 has implications for literary 
and redaction critical models. Namely, one should not use Shechem or Shiloh as a 
deciding argument in literary and redaction criticism, since the textual material is 
already difficult to evaluate. Therefore, in this instance it is clear that careful textual 
criticism should precede literary and redaction criticism. 
3.2.2.3 Differences in the Exodus Remembrance (vv. 4–7) 
Josh 24:2–13 presents a historical summary that recalls how YHWH has led his people 
all the way from the calling of Abraham to the Promised Land. The connections of 
this summary to other passages in the Hebrew Bible are numerous. Especially Josh 
24:6–7, in both versions, borrow central elements from Exod 14.287 While the basic 
elements of the summary are similar both in the MT and the OG, there are several 
differences that occasionally relate to the meaning of the text and create connec-
tions with texts elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. The most important of these differ-
ences will be dealt with in the rest of section 3.2. 
 When the differences between the MT and the OG related to the Exodus re-
membrance (Josh 24:4–7) are analyzed carefully, both textual traditions reveal con-
nections with different texts in the Hebrew Bible. These connections are gathered in 
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MT readings in Josh 24:4–7 1 Sam 12 
 ְוֶאת־ַאֲהרֹן ֶאת־ֹמֶׁשה ָוֶאְׁשַלח
 (v. 5, absent in OG) 
 ֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ָואֹוִציא
(v. 6, absent in OG) 
 ֶאל־ְיהָוה ַוִּיְצֲעקּו
(v. 7, different verbal form in OG) 
 ֵעִדים ַוּיֹאְמרּו
(v. 22, absent in OG) 









OG readings in Josh 24:4–7 MT Deut 26 OG Deut 26 
καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ  
εἰς ἔθνος μέγα  
καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν. 
καὶ ἐκάκωσαν αὐτοὺς  
οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι 
(v. 4–5, absent in MT) 
 
καὶ ἀνεβοήσαμεν πρὸς κύριον 
(v. 7, different verbal form  
in the MT) 
ָׁשם -ַוְיִהי  
 ְלגֹוי ָּגדֹול 
 ָעצּום ָוָרב
 ַוָּיֵרעּו ֹאָתנּו 
 ַהִּמְצִרים
(v. 5–6)  
 
ְיהָוה-ַוִּנְצַעק ֶאל  
καὶ ἐγένετο ἐκεῖ  
εἰς ἔθνος μέγα  
καὶ πλῆθος πολὺ καὶ μέγα·  




καὶ ἀνεβοήσαμεν πρὸς κύριον 
(v. 7) 
 
It can hardly be a coincidence that four variant readings in the MT, within such a small 
verse range, correspond to elements in 1 Sam 12. Also, the long plus in the OG is 
probably dependent on Deut 26:5–6, since the wording is practically similar. Among 
these differences the first plusses are of great interest here. The first two plusses in 
the MT and the one long plus in the OG are both situated in points in the historical 
remembrance where the happenings in Egypt are explained. In terms of content, this 
might have been an attractive juncture for later editing. I will next analyze these plus-







“And I sent Moses and Aaron” (MT) 
The first plus in MT Josh 24:5 introduces Moses and Aaron to the historical summary, 
with the reading ַאֲהרֹן-ֹמֶׁשה ְוֶאת-ָוֶאְׁשַלח ֶאת  “I sent Moses and Aaron”. They are not 
mentioned anywhere else in the whole chapter. The lack of the phrase in the OG 
would be hard to explain as an omission. To be more accurate, the motivations for a 
translator or a Hebrew editor behind the OG tradition to intentionally omit the men-
tion of Moses and Aaron are difficult to imagine. An omission could, theoretically, be 
unintentional. Boling & Wright argue that an omission in the OG “reflects a haplog-
raphy in a series of clauses, each beginning with the identical consonant cluster of 
the converted imperfect form.”288 This is a weak foundation for arguing a scribal mis-
take, since the similarities between the different words are rather minor. 
 Conversely, several reasons can be adduced for the addition of this phrase. 
Nielsen notes: “The reference to the role of Moses and Aaron is easily explained as 
the addition of a late traditionist; the omission would be far more difficult to account 
for, and the speech of Joshua contains no mention of the events of Sinai/Horeb or 
Kadesh, traditions with which Moses is (or has later become) closely connected.”289 
An addition of Moses and Aaron could in this way relate to later concerns. Josh 24 
deals with an important covenant, but Moses and Sinai are not mentioned. Thus, it 
could have been perceived as necessary to add Moses and Aaron to the chapter. Au-
relius further notes that the phrase does not fit into the context of Josh 24:5, since 
the context implies that the Lord, not Moses or Aaron, himself acts as the savior.290 
Butler correctly notes that the phrase could represent a later phase in the tradition, 
when authority was more and more derived from Moses and Aaron.291  
 The intertextual connections with several late passages in the Hebrew Bible 
corroborate the secondary nature of the phrase in Josh 24:5. First, the connection 
with 1 Sam 12:8 seems clear in the light of the other connections already mentioned. 
Second, the same phrase is used, although in a much fuller form, in Mic 6:4  ָוֶאְׁשַלח
םֹמֶׁשה ַאֲהרֹן ּוִמְריָ -ְלָפֶני ֶאת  “I sent before you Moses, Aaron, and Miriam” which might 
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have also been in the mind of the proto-MT editor.292 Third, the late Psalm 105:26 
reads ֹוּב-ַאֲהרֹן ֲאֶׁשר ָּבַחר ָׁשַלח ֹמֶׁשה ַעְבּדֹו  “he sent his servant Moses (and) Aaron whom 
he had chosen”. There, however, we are probably dealing with a rather late text 
which seeks to derive authority from the figure of Moses.293 
 The historical summary in 24:2–13 has been understood by many scholars as a 
confession of faith, kerygma, together with texts such as Deut 26:5–9 and 6:20–24.294 
Regardless of the speculations on the Sitz im Leben of such texts, one feature of a 
confession of faith is that it needs to meet the demands of the community proclaim-
ing it. Accordingly, Nielsen notes that the addition of Moses and Aaron is an insertion 
that aims at doing just this. The addition was made in an age where the tradition of 
the heritage of the desert was stressed. The absence of Moses and Aaron in Josh 24 
was felt especially strong in the theology of a community in which Exod 18–24 had a 
prominent place.295 The addition of Moses and Aaron can be seen as aiming at align-
ing Josh 24 with the tradition in Exod 18–24. Such an alignment between Joshua and 
Exodus should probably be seen as a rather late editorial intrusion aiming at tighten-
ing the unity of several books in the Hebrew Bible. 
 
“And I took your fathers” (MT) 
The second addition in the MT at the beginning of 24:6 is ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ָואֹוִציא ֶאת  “and I 
took your fathers”. In the case of this addition, it has also been argued that it belongs 
to the earlier text. There are some feasible reasons for an editor behind the Hebrew 
Vorlage of OG to have removed it. Stylistically, it creates a somewhat disturbing rep-
etition with the preceding phrase  ֶםְוַאַחר הֹוֵצאִתי ֶאְתכ  “and afterwards I brought you 
out”, which could have prompted an editor to omit it.296  
 Rösel pursues this line of argumentation, and interprets the manuscript evi-
dence of the LXX as further illuminating the smoothing out of redundancies. He 
points to the differing readings in the A and B text. B reads ἐξήγαγεν τοὺς πατέρας 
ἡμῶν ἐξ Αἰγύπτου “and he brought our fathers out of Egypt”, omitting the reference 
                                                     
292 Sperling (1987, 124) notes interestingly that in Deuteronomy nothing is said in this manner of 
Aaron's mission. He is only mentioned as the recipient of YHWH's anger (Deut 9:20), and then his 
death is reported (Deut 10:6; 32:50). 
293 On Ps 105 and other Second Temple period “historical” psalms, see section 4.2.7. 
294 This line of interpretation traces back to Von Rad 1938, 6ff. 
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ὑμᾶς “you”. A-text reads ἐξήγαγεν ὑμᾶς ἐξ Αἰγύπτου “and he brought you out of 
Egypt”, omitting the reference to the fathers. According to Rösel, this reveals that 
different editors behind these two different Greek readings deleted the redundancy 
of the earlier text in their own ways.297 This, however, is not the whole explanation 
for the A and B readings. That “your fathers” was already lacking in the OG is the best 
solution, since it explains all the manuscript evidence as approximations towards the 
Hebrew.298 The reading with “the fathers” in some E MSS is best explained as an early 
revision towards the Hebrew text. Other shorter revisions can also be found in other 
MSS. For example, some O manuscripts just add the verb και εξηγαγον “and I 
brought” whose equivalent is also found in the Hebrew text. Thus, while the LXX 
manuscript evidence might reveal that the later LXX revisers secondarily removed 
redundancies, it is likely that the OG was simply lacking the expression altogether. 
  The argument from repetitiousness can also be used in the other direction. The 
repetitiousness of the verse could also be a result of it being a secondary addition. 
Without the removal of the fathers, the text flows smoothly: “and afterwards I 
brought you out (6.) of Egypt”. When the addition was made, the verb יצא was re-
peated to tie it together with the ending of the preceding verse. When arguing for 
the priority of the MT, Rösel noted that the redundancy is “the result of deliberate 
editing of this text”.299 I can agree with this statement, but against Rösel it seems 
that the OG has preserved a version in which this editing has not yet taken place. This 
is the simplest explanation and best explains all the manuscript evidence. 
 
"And became there a great and populous and mighty nation" (OG) 
As already mentioned, the plus OG Josh 24:4–5, missing from the MT, finds an almost 
word-for-word counterpart in Deut 26:5–6. It is likely that the plus was already pre-
sent in the Hebrew Vorlage of the translator, since such large additions do not fit the 
translation profile of the OG Joshua translator.300 If the translator of OG Josh 24 
would have made the addition based on OG Deut 26:5–6, one would have to also 
explain the subtle differences in relation to OG Deut 26:5–6 which the context does 
not need. 
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There are two possibilities for the absence of the plus in the MT: either the 
reference to Deut 25:5–6 was secondarily added to the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG, 
or it was secondarily omitted from the proto-MT. As I will demonstrate below, the 
latter seems to be more probable, and the plus as preserved by the OG is probably 
original. 
 
OG Josh 24:4 MT Deut 26:5 OG Deut 26:5 
καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ  
εἰς ἔθνος μέγα  
καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν 
 
and they became there  
a great nation  
mighty and populous. 
 
  ַוְיִהי־ָׁשם
  ָּגדֹול ְלגֹוי
 ָוָרב ָעצּום
 
and he became there 
a great nation 
mighty and populous. 
καὶ ἐγένετο ἐκεῖ  
εἰς ἔθνος μέγα  
καὶ πλῆθος πολὺ καὶ μέγα 
 
and there he became  
a great nation, 
numerous, mighty and great.  
OG Josh 24:5 MT Deut 26:6 OG Deut 26:6 
καὶ ἐκάκωσαν αὐτοὺς  
οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι 
 
and the Egyptians  
afflicted them 
  ֹאָתנּו ַוָּיֵרעּו
 ַהִּמְצִרים
 
and the Egyptians 
afflicted us 
καὶ ἐκάκωσαν ἡμᾶς  
οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι 
 
and the Egyptians 
afflicted us 
 
It could be argued that the plus is a secondary addition in the Hebrew Vorlage of the 
OG. The addition could be motivated by the desire to bring the Exodus remembrance 
in Josh 24 nearer to that in Deut 26. Tov has proposed that either the translator of 
OG Joshua or his Vorlage could have been influenced by the tradition of the Passover 
Haggadah in which Deut 26:5–8 and its exposition takes a central place.301 As addi-
tional evidence, Tov points out to OG Josh 4:6, where the Hebrew plural ְּבֵניֶכם “your 
sons” is replaced with the singular ὁ υἱός σου “your son”, which would also be an 
influence of the Haggadah.302 Without having to make any judgments on the early 
history of the Passover Haggadah, it could be argued that Deut 26:5–9 could have 
been an important text for a Hebrew editor, and thus have motivated a secondary 
addition. However, this explanation is undermined by the fact that one would have 
to assume an earlier form of the text without the plus. Such a text would have first 
reported that Jacob and his sons went down to Egypt, and immediately after this that 
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YHWH smote Egypt. The following text would then keep coming back to the Egyptians 
who were after the Israelites, without ever having mentioned the repression in 
Egypt. Hence, there would be a remarkable gap in the historical summary, which 
would be hard to maintain as the work of an author or redactor who knew Exodus 
traditions.303 
If the plus is considered original, it is hard to argue that the proto-MT editor 
would have intentionally omitted it. There is nothing polemic in the content of the 
plus. However, the omission of the plus could have well happened unintentionally. 
This was argued already by two early commentators Hollenberg and Holmes.304 They 
argued convincingly that the translator of LXX Joshua read in his Hebrew Vorlage  ויהי
מצריםשם לעם גדול ורב וחזק וירעו אתם ה  “and became there a great, populous, and 
mighty nation and the Egyptians afflicted them”. The omission of this sentence either 
in the copying of the proto-MT or the translation process was, according to Holmes, 
due to homoioteleuton caused by repetition of Egypt in the Hebrew text. 
 
ִמְצָרִיםְוַיֲעקֹב ּוָבָניו ָיְרדּו   
 ויהי שם לעם גדול ורב וחזק וירעו אתם המצרים
ִמְצַרִים-ָוֶאֹּגף ֶאת  
 
Indeed, it is likely that the sentence goes back to an earlier Hebrew text, since the 
historical summary presented in Josh 24:2–13 is also otherwise closely related with 
the historical summary in Deut 25:5–9. They belong to a similar literary level.305 This 
is even more probable when one considers the variant analyzed in the next section 
3.2.2.4, which also witnesses to an original link between Josh 24 and Deut 26. There-
fore, it is likely that the OG preserves here an original link with Deut 25:5–6 which 
was accidentally lost in the MT text.  
Lastly, this plus is even more interesting since, in the OG, the verbal person of 
the speech is third-person singular, while the MT continues the speech as YHWH's 
                                                     
303 One could argue that the presence of the gap was the reason for making the secondary addition 
in the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG in the first place. However, I find this unlikely, since we would have 
to assume an earlier author or redactor who knew Deut 26:5–9 and other Exodus traditions in the 
Hebrew Bible and still intentionally left a remarkable gap in the historical summary. 
304 Hollenberg 1876, 16; Holmes 1914, 78. 
305 For a closer analysis see section 4.2.7. 
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first-person speech. This change in verbal person, however, is not as such connected 
to the additions in the MT and the OG. The additions are already made in the style of 
each textual tradition: the addition in the MT is in first-person and the addition in the 
OG in third-person. Thus, I will return to the change in person in section 3.2.2.5. 
3.2.2.4 Smoothing Out Later Additions (vv. 4, 7) 
In Josh 24:7, there is also another connection with Deut 26. This textual link is espe-
cially interesting, since it is apparent in the OG text but blurred out or almost com-
pletely absent in the MT. This second connection is revealed by a slight difference in 
the personal form of a verb, and could thus be easily overlooked. Whereas the OG 
version of 24:7 reads καὶ ἀνεβοήσαμεν ... μέσον ἡμῶν “and we cried ... between us”, 
that is the first-person plural form and a first-person plural genitive pronoun, the MT 
has a reading with the third-person masculine plural and the second-person mascu-
line suffix ַוִּיְצֲעקּו … ֵּביֵניֶכם “when they cried out ... between you”.306 Is this variation 
due to a different Hebrew Vorlage, or is it the work of the translator? If the OG re-
flects a different Hebrew Vorlage, it would have read ונצעק “and we cried out” as in 
Deut 26:7 and Num 20:16. In the Greek translation of the Pentateuch, in both Deut 
26:7 and Num 20:16, the Hebrew first plural is translated faithfully with καὶ 
ἀνεβοήσαμεν “and we cried out”. This strengthens the assumption that the translator 
of OG Joshua might have also be working with a different Hebrew Vorlage.  
 The originality of the verbal form in the OG is supported by the earlier obser-
vation that the MT version of the historical summary has been secondarily aligned 
with 1 Sam 12. The MT verbal form ַוִּיְצֲעקּו is similar to the verbal form in 1 Sam 12:8 
 Thus, a secondary change of this verbal form in the proto-MT phase could be .ַוִּיְזֲעקּו
connected to the other secondary additions made on the basis of 1 Sam 12. 
 In addition, there are not many possible convincing motives for such a change 
in the Hebrew tradition behind the OG. Koopmans has argued that the change might 
be due to a desire to “avoid any possible misunderstanding that it was the Egyptians 
                                                     
306 There are also other minor differences between these verses in the MT and the OG. While the MT 
has only “darkness” (ַמֲאֵפל, hapax legomenon) between the Israelites and the Egyptians, the OG has 
“a cloud and darkness” (νεφέλην καὶ γνόφον). According to Tov (1999a, 157) the translator was not 
working with a different Vorlage (העון והחשך), but was influenced by Exod 14:20 (σκότος καὶ γνόφος). 
The double translation based on Exod 14:20 could, in fact, be an attempt to elaborate the hard hapax 
legomenon to the Greek readers who knew the Pentateuch. 
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who cried out to Yahweh”.307 The continuation of the verse, however, makes it rather 
clear that the crying out to the Lord led to fatal consequences for the Egyptians 
(“...and he brought the sea upon them and covered them”). This makes it improbable 
that the translator or a Hebrew editor would have assumed that such a misunder-
standing is possible. Moreover, if the translator or a Hebrew editor would have in-
tentionally wanted to avoid confusion with the Egyptians, he could have also em-
ployed the expression οἱ πατέρες ὑμῶν “your fathers”, which is used directly before 
in verse 24:6. This would have also avoided a stylistic problem, namely that the first-
person plural verb form does not fit to the overall context. It launches a sudden flash-
back scene that lasts for just one sentence, in a passage in which the first-person 
plural form is not otherwise used. 
 It is this abrupt style exactly, created by the first-person verb form which is not 
connected with the overall use of verb forms in 24:5–13, that is the main reason it is 
probable that this connection with Deut 26 is primary. Thus, the OG should be pre-
ferred here as the earlier text, preserving the roughness created by earlier redaction 
that connected Josh 24 with an important ceremonial text in Deut 26. The earlier OG 
text relates more closely to the stream of tradition preserved in Deut 26 and Num 
20:15–16, whose characteristic is the phrase “and we cried to the Lord”. The verb 
form utilized in MT Joshua can be explained as an intentional editorial intrusion to 
smoothen out the roughness created by the first-person verb form. The editor re-
sponsible for such smoothening could have taken his cue from Exod 14:10, which 
utilizes the same third-person plural verb ( ְיהָוה-ֶאל ִיְׂשָרֵאל-ַוִּיְצֲעקּו ְבֵני   “the Israelites 
cried out for YHWH”). 
 In fact, here the textual problem might relate to further redactional issues. The 
scene with the fathers at the Sea of Reeds might altogether be a later addition to the 
historical summary and OG Josh might preserve this addition in a rougher form, as 
seen from the contextually surprising and unique verb form in the first-person plural: 
“And the Egyptians pursued after your fathers with chariots and horses to the Sea of 
Reeds. And we cried out to the Lord, and he gave a cloud and a darkness between us 
and the Egyptians, and he brought the sea upon them and covered them”. The nature 
                                                     
307 Koopmans 1990, 252. 
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of this scene as a later insertion is corroborated by the context. It is not really con-
nected to what follows: “...and your eyes saw what the Lord did in the land of Egypt.” 
While the crying out to the Lord and the perishing of the Egyptians takes place at the 
Sea of Reeds, the following sentence refers to what the Lord did in Egypt, probably 
reminiscing the plagues and wonders that the Lord performed before the Pharaoh. 
This interpretation is strengthened by Deut 29:2–3, which has the same exact phrase 
ὅσα ἐποίησεν κύριος ἐν γῇ Αἰγύπτῳ “what the Lord did in the land of Egypt” connected 
with the plagues. Additional evidence for the loose connection between the gloss 
and the following sentence can be seen in some LXX manuscripts (44 52-53-57-85-
130-344) that have a reading that can be explained as a later addition attempting to 
strengthen the loose connection. This reading bridges the gap between the two sen-
tences by adding και εν τη ερημω “and in the wilderness”.308 
 Thus, it seems more probable that the connection of OG Josh 24:7 with Deut 
26:7, created by earlier redaction, should be evaluated as text-critically earlier.309 
This correlates with the original plus in OG Josh 24:4–5, dropped due to a scribal 
mistake in the MT, which is also dependent upon Deut 26. The stylistic problems cre-
ated by this redaction have been secondarily removed in the proto-MT phase and 
some later LXX manuscripts as corrections towards the Hebrew text. Therefore, OG 
Joshua reveals such redactional influence of the book of Deuteronomy on the book 
of Joshua that could not be recognized if we only had the MT. It is a good example of 
how all the preserved textual evidence should be considered before building any 
models on the redaction history of a biblical book. In section 4, I will return to the 
repercussions of this and other similar textual cases for the redaction history of Josh 
24. 
3.2.2.5 Change of Speaker and Related Variants (vv. 5–13)  
A larger group of variants in the historical summary of Josh 24:2–13 are the variant 
verbal forms. The MT and OG versions begin with the same verbal forms. Verse 24:2 
has, in both versions, a double introduction: first, the speech of Joshua is introduced 
by stating that Joshua “said to all the people”. Second, the speech of YHWH is intro-
duced with the formula: “thus says the LORD, the God of Israel”. Both the OG and 
                                                     
308 For a more thorough literary-critical argumentation see sections 4.3.3 and 5.3.4. 
309 Thus also Nielsen 1955, 88. 
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the MT then continue with YHWH as the speaker (vv. 2–4), who recalls the events 
beginning with the calling of Abraham from beyond the river and ending with the 
captivity in Egypt. In vv. 5–13, however, the MT and OG start to differ. In the OG, the 
speaker is Joshua, who refers to YHWH with third-person singular verb forms. In the 
MT, divergently, YHWH continues as speaker, and refers to himself with first-person 
singular verb forms.  
 The differences concerning the verb person should probably not be evaluated 
individually, since these changes form a somewhat coherent pattern.310 All the vari-
ant verbal forms are presented in the table below. At the beginning of verse 7, there 
are two exceptions to the variation, marked with an asterisk. As for the textual criti-
cism of LXX, it has already been argued in the text-critical notes that the third-person 
verbal forms reflect the OG text differing from the MT first-person forms.311 To illus-
trate how later LXX revisers sporadically changed the verbal form towards the He-
brew first-person form, the revisional readings in the Greek MSS are cited in the last 
column of the table.312 
 
Verse MT OG LXX MSS 
 - - ָוֶאְׁשַלח 24:5
 καὶ ἐπάταξεν επαταξα Bab 55 15 ָוֶאֹּגף 24:5
 ἐποίησεν εποιησα 55 15 ָעִׂשיִתי 24:5
 ἐξήγαγεν εξηγαγον 376-426 55 15 הֹוֵצאִתי 24:5
 και εξηγαγον 19-376-426 - ָואֹוִציא 24:6
και εξηγαγεν 120 W-82 
(cf. eduxit OL) 
  καὶ ἔδωκεν ַוָּיֶׂשם *24:7
  καὶ ἐπήγαγεν ַוָּיֵבא *24:7
 - ἐποίησεν ָעִׂשיִתי 24:7
 καὶ ἤγαγεν ηγαγον 426 15 ָוָאִבָאה 24:8
                                                     
310 Thus also Koopmans (1990, 252): “The differences in vss.5–13 with respect to grammatical person 
cannot be solved individually. It is therefore necessary to list all the differences in the hope that a 
pattern or trend will become visible.” 
311 However, in Josh 24:8 the OG gives the second-person plural form (ἐξωλεθρεύσατε), while the MT 
is consistent in reading the first-person singular. 
312 In addition to the Greek MSS listed in the table, some of these revisional features are found in 
Ethiopic and in the Syrohexapla. 
86 
 
 - καὶ παρέδωκεν ָוֶאֵּתן 24:8
 - ἐξωλεθρεύσατε ָוַאְׁשִמיֵדם 24:8
 - καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησεν ָאִביִתי ְולֹא 24:10
 - καὶ ἐξείλατο ָוַאִּצל 24:10
 - καὶ παρέδωκεν ָוֶאֵּתן 24:11
 - καὶ ἐξαπέστειλεν ָוֶאְׁשַלח 24:12
 - καὶ ἔδωκεν ָוֶאֵּתן 24:13
 
Changes in the personal forms of verbs are sometimes used in literary criticism as 
one criterion for recognizing various sources behind texts. Numerous examples could 
be given. When Noth wanted to show that Josh 24 could not be unequivocally at-
tributed to the E source but also included material from the J source, he invoked, 
among many other arguments, the sudden change of YHWH to third-person in verses 
7 and 14.313 In Perlitt's model of Joshua 24 as an early Deuteronomistic text, YHWH 
as speaker is central, as is seen in the term Jahwerede (vv. 2–13) he employs.314 Möh-
lenbrinck used the changes in person as the most important argument for his source 
distinction.315 The sudden change from the first-person speech of God to the third-
person speech of Joshua has posed a problem for even recent literary critical mod-
els.316 While the reliance on these kinds of arguments in literary criticism has been 
criticized altogether,317 in this case one can observe textual evidence clearly showing 
that someone has intentionally changed the verb persons. It is thus important to text-
critically evaluate the two differing versions. Only after such an evaluation can the 
repercussions of the verbal person changes for literary and redaction criticism be 
further discussed. 
 The MT is almost completely consistent in giving the speech as Jahwerede, 
which means that YHWH is always the speaker and the active agent (excluding the 
minor exceptions at the beginning of verse 7). The OG alternates more between the 
personal forms: while OG Josh 24:2–4 contains a first-person speech by YHWH, in OG 
                                                     
313 Noth 1930, 134; 1953, 140. 
314 Perlitt 1969, 241–243. 
315 Möhlenbrinck 1938, 250–254. 
316 Müller 2004, 219. 
317 Nielsen (1955, 90), for example, calls this “the weakest foundation imaginable” for literary criti-
cism. See also Noort 1998, 208: “...die Personwechsel in der Rede, reicht für eine literarkritische Zwei-
teilung nicht aus.” 
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24:5–13 YHWH is mostly referred to in the third-person; however, in the latter two 
exceptions are found in a second-person plural form of OG 24:8 and a first-person 
plural form at the beginning of OG 24:7. I will argue that this more alternating text in 
Josh 24:2–13, referring to YHWH both in the first and third-person, preserved by the 
OG, is earlier. The change to the first-person speech by YHWH in MT 24:5–13 is a 
later harmonization and unification of the text made in the proto-MT editing. Thus, 
the more complicated form of the OG is more original. 
 It is not probable that the OG translator would have made the change from 
first-person to third-person verb, from Jahwerede to Josuarede. Some scholars have 
tried to argue for this. Holmes argues that the translator may have changed the 
speaker out of a spirit of reverence.318 This reason is not probable, since in the case 
of the only other Jahwerede in the book of Joshua, namely in the beginning of the 
book (Josh 1:2–9), the translator does not change the speaker. Both the MT and the 
OG read the speech as YHWH's speech in the first-person. Butler, furthermore, pro-
poses that the OG tradition319 made the change due to the abrupt change of person 
in the MT between verses 13 and 14. Basically, the OG tradition then transferred this 
abrupt change to verse 5.320 This, in my opinion, is not really an argument for the 
priority of the MT, but more a relocation of the problem. It is likewise possible that 
an editor behind the MT was disturbed by the abrupt change of speaker in verse 5 
(attested by the OG), smoothed it out, and transferred the change of speaker to 
verses 13 and 14. Overall, that the translator or an editor behind the Hebrew Vorlage 
of Josh 1:2–9 does not change the person of the speaker is an indication that there 
was no motivation to change a Jahwerede to a Josuarede. Conversely, that Joshua's 
speech at the end of the book, referring to the deity in the third-person, was later 
changed to a first-person YHWH-speech could be motivated by the fact that there 
already was a first-person speech at the beginning of the book. This would be a har-
monization that brought the book into closer stylistic unity. Hence, when looked at 
as a whole, the arguments for a change of person in the OG tradition are not as con-
vincing as the arguments for a change in the proto-MT tradition. 
                                                     
318 Holmes 1914, 78. 
319 Butler (1983, 263) does not specify whether it was the translator or an editor behind the Hebrew 
Vorlage. 
320 Butler 1983, 263. 
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 An important analogy should also be drawn for the verbal personal form 
change with a similar change in Decalogue, as found in Exod 20. The Decalogue be-
gins with direct first-person speech of YHWH (Exod 20:1–6), but shifts then to refer-
ring to YHWH in the third-person (Exod 20:7–17). The form of the text—beginning 
with a direct proclamation by YHWH and changing to a third-person reference—is 
thus same as preserved in the OG of Josh 24:2–13. This analogy is important, since 
one of the themes of both texts is the fidelity to the YHWH only. This analogy 
strengthens the claim that such a style could be original in Josh 24:3–15, and has 
been secondarily harmonized to the thoroughly first-person style. 
 The form of the speaker has some implications for the meaning and structure 
in some verses of the historical summary. Three such related variants are discussed 
next. They corroborate the overall argument that the OG preserves the earliest form 
of the verbs. 
 First, in verse 24:7 (marked with an asterisk in the table), both versions refer to 
YHWH in the third-person when the text reports that YHWH put a darkness between 
the Israelites and the Egyptians and made the sea come upon them. In the OG, this 
third person grammatical form does not stand out in the context of 24:5–13, since 
there YHWH is normally referred to in the third-person. It fits well with the overall 
style. In the MT, however, this is the only instance where YHWH is referred to in the 
third-person. If a late editor was responsible for editing 24:5–13 from the third-per-
son use of verb forms in the OG to the consistent first-person formulations in the MT, 
this instance could be explained as a lapse. The beginning of verse 7 is difficult, and 
there is other editing going on as well, which could explain such a mistake in the 
editorial intrusion aiming at unifying the verbal forms.321 Alternatively, the obvious 
connection of Josh 24:7 with Deut 26:7 may have been a reason to intentionally pre-
serve the established third-person reference to YHWH. However, if the first-person 
references to YHWH in the MT were argued to be earlier, the discrepancies in the 
verse would be hard to explain: first, YHWH is mentioned in the third-person (“he 
put darkness”) and suddenly, right after that, YHWH himself is the speaker (“and your 
eyes saw what I did to Egypt”).322 
                                                     
321 For the analysis of 24:7 see the last section. 
322 The discrepancy has been noted by many commentators and explained in different ways. Noth 
(1930, 134) used the sudden third-person to differentiate between J and E sources. The source dis-
tinction is problematic when based on such a vague argument. Boling & Wright (1982, 535) attributes 
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 Second, at the end of verse 8 there is a difference in who destroys the Amo-
rites. In the OG, the second-person plural form ἐξωλεθρεύσατε “you completely de-
stroyed” is used giving the impression that it was the Israelites themselves who were 
successful in battle. In the MT, in line with the overall tendency of giving the speech 
as a Jahwerede, the first-person form ָוַאְׁשִמיֵדם “and I destroyed them” is used making 
it clear that it was YHWH himself who destroyed the Amorites. The question is, then, 
who was the earlier subject for the verb שמד "to destroy, exterminate": the people 
or YHWH?  
 The question relates to the concept of holy war and the ban (חרם). When the 
people are introduced as the subject of the ban, we are dealing more closely with 
the original concept of the cultic ban (Num 33:52; Deut 2:12, 23; 7:24; 33:27; Josh 
9:24; 11:14, 20; 2 Sam 22:38; Ps 106:34). In the context of Joshua, this concept, 
namely the ban as a duty of the people, is voiced clearly in Josh 7:12: “I will be with 
you no more, unless you destroy (ַתְׁשִמידּו) the devoted things (ַהֵחֶרם) from among 
you.” In a later stage, the concept of the ban has been altered according to a ten-
dency to attribute all the war activity to YHWH (Deut 2:21, 9:3, 31:3; 2 Kgs 21:9).323 
In the context of Joshua, the active role of YHWH in the ban is noteworthy in chapter 
23 (vv. 9, 13, 16). In the case of verse 24:8, the textual evidence might then point to 
two distinct phases in the development of the concept of the ban. The OG would 
preserve the earlier version, since it understands the ban more traditionally as a duty 
of the people. In the proto-MT editing, the active role in the ban was changed to 
YHWH, a decision which might be influenced by a harmonization with the concept of 
the ban in Josh 23. 
                                                     
a rhetoric function to the change in style: “To focus attention on the nub of the matter, the divine 
communique itself resorts to third-person description.” This explanation could reveal how the editor 
(and reader) of the MT could have made sense of the sudden change, but does not help in evaluating 
the reading against the LXX. 
 One could also argue that the beginning of Josh 24:7 (“And they cried out to YHWH and he put 
darkness between you and the Egyptians, and he brought the sea upon them and covered them”) is a 
secondary addition to a thoroughly first-person Jahwerede (MT). The roughness created by this addi-
tion would have then resulted in a harmonization to the third-person forms in the OG. However, this 
model seems inadequate, since OG Josh 24:2–4 is not presented in third-person forms. One would 
also assume that a harmonizing editor would change “they cried out” to “you cried out”, since this is 
the standard form in the speech. However, the OG rewrites the beginning to “we cried out”, which 
preserves the roughness of the text. To be sure, it is still possible that the beginning of 24:7 is a later 
addition to the text. Nevertheless, for some reason later editors do not seem to have sought to better 
integrate the addition into its present context.  
323 Vetter 1976, 963–965. 
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 It should also be noted that in every other case in the historical summary of 
Josh 24:2–13 it is emphasized that the Lord is the active agent in leading the Israelites 
in the promised land. For example, in 24:12 the Lord drives the Amorites before the 
Israelites, and it is emphasized that this did not happen “by your sword or by your 
bow”. Therefore, it is not likely that a scribe or the translator would have secondarily 
changed the ending of Josh 24:8 so that the Israelites took on a more active role. It 
is more likely that later proto-MT scribes would have harmonized the verb to make 
it better fit the context. 
 Third, the case of Balaam has a distinctive character in the MT and the OG due 
to the different beginnings of Josh 24:10. In verse 9, in both the MT and the OG, the 
narration recalls how Balaam was summoned by the king of Moab to come down and 
launch an attack against Israel. In MT Josh 24:10, keeping in line with the overall style, 
YHWH himself states that he was not willing to listen to Balaam ( ַ ְולֹא ָאִביִתי ִלְׁשֹמ
 and YHWH (ַוְיָבֶר ָּברֹו ֶאְתֶכם) Because of that, Balaam blesses the Israelites .(ְלִבְלָעם
himself delivers the Israelites from the hands of Balaam (ָוַאִּצל ֶאְתֶכם ִמָּידֹו). The begin-
ning of 24:10 in the OG is quite different and, in addition to using the third-person 
form of YHWH, it does not mention Balaam at all (καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησεν κύριος ὁ θεός σου 
ἀπολέσαι σε “and the Lord your God would not destroy you”). Therefore, it is the Lord 
who blesses the Israelites (καὶ εὐλογίαν εὐλόγησεν ὑμᾶς). Later, the OG is again con-
sistent in using the third-person form of the Lord (ἐξείλατο ὑμᾶς ἐκ χειρῶν αὐτῶν “he 
rescued you out of their hands”), and it gives a plus (καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτούς “and de-
livered them”) at the end of the verse. The main difference in content is who carries 
out the blessing: Balaam (MT) or YHWH (OG). 
 The OG reading has been explained as resulting from a scribal error. The trans-
lator could have had a corrupted reading of ְלִבְלָעם in his Hebrew Vorlage, and he 
could have interpreted it as an infinitive of בלע “to destroy”. The infinitive  ַ -lis“ ִלְׁשֹמ
tened” would then have been omitted as useless.324 This does not explain how a pro-
noun suffix would have been included in the reading and it does not, more im-
portantly, explain the verse's whole variant reading, which is much more extensive 
than a mere misreading of Balaam. Greenspoon, for one, correctly notes: “This sug-
gestion does not seem to explain adequately all of the features of the Greek here. 
                                                     
324 This explanation originates from Hollenberg (1876, 19) and it is later adapted by Holmes (1914, 
79) and Boling & Wright (1982, 531). 
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For example, would we not expect the third-person plural noun rather than the sec-
ond singular after the infinitive?”325 
 When evaluating the readings, it is important to note the connection with Deut 
23:6. As seen in the table below, the connection cannot be explained by any simple 
means. 
 
MT Deut 23:6 OG Deut 23:6 MT Josh 24:10 OG Josh 24:10 
  ְולֹא־ָאָבה
ֶהי ְיהָוה   ֱא
 ַ  ֶאל־ִּבְלָעם ִלְׁשֹמ
 
And refused  
the Lord your God 
to listen to Balaam 
καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησεν  
κύριος ὁ θεός σου  
εἰσακοῦσαι τοῦ Βαλααμ 
 
And refused 
the Lord your God 
to listen to Balaam 
  ָאִביִתי ְולֹא
 
 ַ  ְלִבְלָעם ִלְׁשֹמ
 
And I refused  
 
to listen to Balaam 
καὶ οὐκ ἠθέλησεν  




the Lord your God 
to destroy you 
 
Overall, it is probably safe to assume that the reading in OG Josh 24:10 reflects a 
different Vorlage from the MT.326 It has been, conversely, suggested that the trans-
lator would have had theological reasons to avoid translating ְלִבְלָעם ַ  to listen“ ִלְׁשֹמ
to Balaam” literally, since the phrase implies that the Lord could be manipulated by 
the voice of man.327 One could also argue that a Hebrew editor was concerned with 
this, and was responsible with this change. In any case, this is a hard argument to 
pursue when one considers both the observation that this would be an isolated case 
in the book of Joshua and that the OG translator of Deuteronomy had no problem 
with the notion that Balaam tried to manipulate the Lord. In the book of Joshua, it is 
merely an attempt to manipulate the Lord, and the text specifically states that it 
failed. Thus, a theologically motivated translator or even a Hebrew editor is not prob-
able here. 
 The beginning of the verse in OG Josh 24:10 is like the beginning in Deut 23:6. 
This similarity raises the possibility that the OG text preserves an earlier link with 
Deut 23:6 which was lost in the MT when the personal form of the speech was har-
monized to first-person. The presence of ἀπολέσαι “to destroy”, which probably goes 
back to the Hebrew verb שמד “to destroy” (as in Josh 11:14), indicates that there 
                                                     
325 Greenspoon 1983, 157. 
326 Thus also Auld 2005, 223. 
327 Butler 1983, 264. 
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might have originally been parallelism with verse 24:8 here. This idea of parallelism 
is strengthened by the presence of καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτούς “and he delivered them” in 
both verses. Such parallelism preserved by the Greek text could then corroborate the 
assumption that the OG text is earlier in Josh 24:10.328 The argument that the reading 
in MT is secondary is further strengthened by the usage of the ל-participle after the 
infinitive construct  ַ  to indicate the object. This is an unusual grammatical form ִלְׁשֹמ
attested elsewhere only in Lev 26:21, Judg 19:25, and 2 Sam 13:16, and in all of those 
cases the object is a personal pronoun. That ֶאל indicates the object, as is the case in 
Deut 23:6, with  ַ  is certainly more common (1 Kings 8:28, 29; Jer 35:13; Ezek ִלְׁשֹמ
3:7; 20:8; Neh 1:6; 2Chr 6:19). The unusual form ְלִבְלָעם ַ -could be easily ex ִלְׁשֹמ
plained as secondarily grown out of the near context in which ְלִבְלָעם is used (Josh 
24:9). Therefore, it is most likely that in Josh 24:10 the OG also preserves the earliest 
reading, which was changed due to the overarching change of verbs to first-person 
in the proto-MT editing. 
 Finally, a recurring variant should also be mentioned here: as is fitting to the 
third-person formulation, the OG has κύριος “the Lord” as a plus in four verses (5, 7, 
8, 11). If one were to evaluate this variant apart from the overall tendency of chang-
ing the personal form, one could judge it either as primary or secondary. The OG text 
could have made this addition in four places to support the change from the first-
person to the third-person. Conversely, the four mentions of κύριος, translated from 
 in an earlier Hebrew text, could have been removed in the proto-MT editing ְיהָוה
when the personal form was changed from the third to the first person. Thus, the 
evaluation of these plusses is dependent upon the evaluation of the larger variant of 
changing the personal form. In the light of the preceding analysis, it seems most 
probable that these plusses were present in the earlier Hebrew text, and were omit-
ted when the personal form was changed in the proto-MT editing. 
                                                     
328 This earlier parallelism preserved in the OG text was noted by Koopmans 1990, 254–255. He even 
speculates that the Greek ἐκ χειρῶν αὐτῶν καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτούς “out of their hands and delivered 
them” in verse 24:10 might be a free rendition of the Hebrew ָוֶאֵּתן אֹוָתם ְּבֶיְדֶכם “handed them over 
into your hands”, a doublet of the same phrase found in verse 24:8. Another explanation could be, as 
given by Nielsen (1955, 89), that the ἀπολέσαι reflects a misreading of לשמע with לשמד. In this case, it 
would be a remarkable coincidence that the misreading creates parallelism with the preceding con-
text. In any case, Nielsen also contends that the change of person is here more easily explained from 
third-person singular to first-person singular. 
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 To conclude, that the earlier verbal form used in 24:5–13 was the third-person 
singular masculine (OG) and not the first-person singular masculine (MT) is corrobo-
rated by several arguments. In the historical summary of Josh 24:2–13, the OG pre-
serves the earlier version with more complicated variation between different verbal 
forms. These changes were smoothened out in the proto-MT editing.  
 Thus, it is more plausible that the speech was secondarily changed to be a thor-
ough Jahwerede. This notion is closely related to the changing genre of the text. In 
the earlier textual form, preserved in the OG, the historical summary was modeled 
as a confession of faith—a credo.329 Speaking of the deeds of YHWH in a third-person 
formulation was in line with other confessions of faith such as Deut 26:5–10 and 
6:20–24, with which Josh 24:5–13 has close affinities in the earlier textual form. 
When the earlier text is labeled as a confession of faith, however, one does not have 
to agree with the form-critical historical presuppositions, or a supposed Sitz im Leben 
of such textual forms. We are merely dealing with a literary phenomenon, which can 
be illuminated in terms of textual connections between different texts in the Hebrew 
Bible. In the later proto-MT form of the text, the genre of a confession of faith was 
transformed into prophetic speech in which Joshua is the medium through which 
YHWH himself speaks. In this way, the text was made stylistically more coherent, but 
the earlier textual genre was lost. 
 The conclusion that the proto-MT editor changed the speech from a third-per-
son formulation to a direct first-person address is important, since we know of a sim-
ilar phenomenon from the Temple Scroll. In many instances the Temple Scroll quotes 
passages from the Pentateuch, but changes the form of the speech to a direct 
Jahwerede. The change even goes hand in hand with the omission of the name of 
YHWH, as was the case in Josh 24:5–13.330 Therefore, there is evidence for this scribal 
technique of rewriting both in the biblical and non-biblical sources, highlighting that 
the editorial techniques utilized by Second Temple scribes do not conform to an 
                                                     
329 The nature of the text as a confession of faith was first formulated by Von Rad (1938). The idea 
has been further developed by Nielsen (1955, 92–98). 
330 See, for example, VanderKam 2010, 193–194, who presents as an illustrating example. Deut 
17:14–15a reads: “When you have come into the land that the Lord your God is giving you, and have 
taken possession of it and settled in it, and you say, ‘I will set a king over me, like all the nations that 
are around me,’ you may indeed set over you a king whom the Lord your God will choose.” (NRSV) 
This is rendered as first-person divine speech in 11QTa 56.12–14: “When you enter the land which I 
give you, take possession of it, dwell in it and say, ‘I will appoint a king over me as do all the nations 
around me!’, you may surely appoint over you the king whom I will choose.” 
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anachronistic canonical classification of texts. I will resume discussing aspects of this 
editorial technique in section 5.5. 
3.2.2.6 Rearrangement of the List of Defeated Nations (v. 11) 
In verse 11, the list of the various nations that Joshua defeated west of Jordan differs 
between the MT and the OG.331 This is the case in all such lists in the book of Joshua 
(Josh 3:10, 9:1, 11:3, 12:8). The nations given in both lists are the same, but their 
order is different. Both versions give the Amorites first. This is understandable since 
they are dealt with before and after the list. The next two people (Perizzites and Ca-
naanites) are given in a transposed order. The key difference between the lists seems 
to reflect a transposition: the OG gives Hivites and Jebusites fourth and fifth while 
the MT situates them last. The differences are illustrated in the table below. 
 










ὁ Αμορραῖος  
καὶ ὁ Χαναναῖος  
καὶ ὁ Φερεζαῖος  
καὶ ὁ Ευαῖος  
καὶ ὁ Ιεβουσαῖος  
καὶ ὁ Χετταῖος  
καὶ ὁ Γεργεσαῖος, 
 
It is difficult to reliably evaluate which version preserves the earliest reading of the 
list of the seven nations in the context of Josh 24:11. Some scholars mention the 
differences between the lists but leave the question of text-critical priority open.332 
                                                     
331 There is also a semantic difference between the Hebrew ַּבֲעֵלי־ְיִריחֹו “the lord of Jericho” and the 
Greek οἱ κατοικοῦντες Ιεριχω “the inhabitants of Jericho”. As Butler (1983, 264) and Koopmans (1990, 
255) note, the Greek rendering might reflect an avoidance of using the word “Baal”. If this is the case, 
the difference might go back to a different Hebrew Vorlage. However, this difference might also 
simply be caused by a free translational choice. 
332 Koopmans 1990, 255: “The reason for the different order is a mystery - -.” Also, Nielsen 1955, 89 
and Butler 1983, 264. 
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When one compares all of the similar lists of nations in the book of Joshua and else-
where (e.g. Gen 15:19–21, Exod 23:23, Deut 7:1, Judg 3:5), no thoroughgoing pat-
terns arise.333 However, one interesting observation is that Hivites and Jebusites are 
often mentioned last in such lists. This is true also for the most important parallel of 
Josh 24:11–12 in Exod 23:23.334 Based on this observation, I would cautiously suggest 
that the list of the seven leaders in MT Josh 24:11 is harmonized towards the more 
usual form of the list, which mentions the Hivites and Jebusites last. In the light of 
many other harmonizations in Josh 24 towards the Pentateuch, this explanation is 
plausible. It is then possible that the OG preserves the earlier version, which was 
made to conform more closely to its parallels through a transposition of Hivites and 
Jebusites. 
3.2.2.7 Other Minor Variants 
In Josh 24:3, the MT reads as a plus ְּכָנַען “Canaan”, which is either an omission in the 
OG tradition or an addition in the proto-MT editing. It is possible that it is simply an 
unintentional omission made in the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG, or during the trans-
lation process. The omission could be explained as a homoioteleuton between the 
similar looking words ֶאֶרץ and ָוֶאֶרב. This explanation is weakened by the presence of 
a ו in the latter word. It is true, as Auld notes, that the lack of Canaan in the OG does 
affect the meaning of the verse. The absence of Canaan could be explained as an 
amplification, showing that the divine protection of Abraham extended further than 
just the land of Canaan, from Mesopotamia to Egypt.335 On the other hand, the ad-
dition of Canaan in the MT could be explained as a later addition making the historical 
summary more accurate. Some scholars, accordingly, have explained the addition as 
                                                     
333 “the land of the Kenites, the Kenizzites, the Kadmonites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Rephaim, 
the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Girgashites, and the Jebusites” (Gen 15:19–21 [NRSV]); “When my 
angel goes in front of you, and brings you to the Amorites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Canaanites, 
the Hivites, and the Jebusites, and I blot them out” (Exod 23:23 [NRSV]); “When the LORD your God 
brings you into the land that you are about to enter and occupy, and he clears away many nations 
before you—the Hittites, the Girgashites, the Amorites, the Canaanites, the Perizzites, the Hivites, and 
the Jebusites, seven nations mightier and more numerous than you” (Deut 7:1 [NRSV]); “So the Isra-
elites lived among the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Amorites, the Perizzites, the Hivites, and the Jebu-
sites” (Judg 3:5 [NRSV]). 
334 It is the most important parallel, since they also share other material, most prominently the “hor-
nets”. See section 3.2.2.7. 
335 Auld 2005, 222. Thus also Nielsen 1955, 87: “...the omission in LXX ... leaves the impression that 
God conducted Abraham over the whole earth.” 
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a late interpretation using familiar idiomatic language.336 This simple explanation is 
more probable than an intentional omission in the OG, since it would entail more 
elaborate assumptions. The phrase ֶאֶרץ ְּכַנַען “the Land of Canaan” is well attested 
elsewhere in the book of Joshua (Josh 5:12; 14:1; 21:2; 22:9–11, 32), and could well 
be a harmonization towards this idiomatic phrase.337 Text-critical preference should 
thus be given to the OG. 
 The omission of ָוֶאֵּתן “and I gave” in OG Josh 24:4 is probably stylistic in nature, 
as has been concluded by several scholars.338 The phrase may have been lost in the 
translation. Its originality is corroborated by the notion that it creates parallelism in 
the verse together with the other 339.ָוֶאֵּתן 
In Josh 24:6, the OG reads εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν τὴν ἐρυθράν “to the Red Sea”, while 
the MT does not have the name of the specific sea but only reads ַהָּיָּמה “the sea”. It 
is clear in both versions which sea is meant. It is likely that a Hebrew scribe, or per-
haps the OG translator, wanted to make the reference explicit and secondarily added 
“Red” (or “Reeds”, if in Hebrew) to the text. This addition was motivated by the ex-
plicit mention of the Sea of Reeds at the end of the verse. Thus, the MT is the earlier 
text in this instance. 
In Josh 24:9, the MT has as a plus the specification “son of Beor” ֶּבן־ְּבעֹור to the 
name Balaam. MT has two similar plusses in 22:31–32, where it adds the title “son of 
Eleazar” ֶּבן־ֶאְלָעָזר to the name Phinehas. These represent secondary complementa-
tion of well-known names and titles.340 There is no basis to argue for a scribal error 
or intentional omission. 
Verse 24:12 recalls how the ַהִּצְרָעה “hornets, terror”341 sent by the Lord drove 
the Amorite kings before the Israelites. The MT text apparently refers to the Sihon 
and Og tradition by reading the two kings of Amorites ( ָהֱאֹמִרי ְׁשֵני ַמְלכֵ  ). The basic 
problem, noted by several scholars, is that this reference to Sihon and Og does not 
                                                     
336 Butler 1983, 263. Nelson (1997, 262) does not evaluate the reading, but considers it to be sec-
ondary and prints it in parenthesis. 
337 Holmes (1914, 78) notes that the phrase “land of Canaan” is priestly. 
338 Holmes 1914, 78; Nielsen 1955, 87; Butler 1983, 263. 
339 Koopmans 1990, 251. 
340 Thus also Butler 1983, 264. 
341 The meaning of ִצְרָעה is unclear. In the OG, it is rendered as hornet (σφηκία) in all its three occur-
rences (Exod 23:28, Deut 7:20, Josh 24:12). 
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chronologically fit the context.342 The territories of Sihon and Og were Transjorda-
nian. Conversely, in Josh 24 the reference is located after the Israelites have already 
crossed the Jordan and defeated the Cisjordanian tribes. The OG has a variant δώδεκα 
βασιλεῖς τῶν Αμορραίων “the twelve kings of the Amorites” which is a novelty not 
attested anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible.343 Even though “twelve” does not ac-
cord with any of the amounts of the defeated kings of cities in the earlier chapter in 
Joshua, the OG reading can be explained as an attempt to make sense of the chron-
ologically incorrect reference to two Amorite kings. A scribe transmitting the Hebrew 
Vorlage of the OG could have noticed that number two does not make sense in a 
Cisjordanian context, and have added a “tens” digit to the text. It is also possible that 
the OG translator decided to use the number twelve in a metaphorical sense to spec-
ify that we are dealing with the numerous Cisjordanian tribes, and not Sihon and 
Og.344 In any case, the OG reading is probably secondary, and can be explained as a 
later correction trying to make sense of the peculiar reference to Sihon and Og.345 
This explanation is further corroborated by the presence of the reading εννεα και 
εικοσι πολεις “twenty nine cities” in manuscript 55, which can also be seen as an at-





                                                     
342 Edelman 1991, 281 and Rösel 2011, 368–369. It is not necessary to assume with Soggin (1972, 
171) that the two kings refer to an otherwise unknown incident involving two Cisjordanian Amorite 
kings. 
343 Auld 2005, 223. 
344 Edelman 1991, 281–282. 
345 Noth (1953, 135) explains the variant quite similarly. He perceives verse 12a, with the reference 
to the two Amorite kings, as secondary. Since the reference does not fit the context, the LXX tradition 
transformed the reference to a very open reference to the narratives in chapters 1–12. 
346 Edelmann (1991, 279–286) suggests a conjectural reading to explain the odd reference to the 
Amorite kings in the MT. She proposes that the Hebrew text originally read: “the kings of the Amorites 
are swept away, but not by your sword and not by your bow”. The original Hebrew word, instead of 
 The number two in the MT .נשא that is the masculine plural participle form of the verb נשאים was ,ְׁשֵני
text came about through a rather multiphase corruption: the final root consonant א was lost, the two 
remaining root consonants were transposed, and the final ם was dropped out. Edelmann's proposal 
is intriguing but unnecessarily complicated. Edelmann also proposes other candidates for the original 
verb, which reveals the subjectivity of proposing a conjectural reading to remove the obscure refer-
ence to Sihon and Og. 
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3.3 Josh 24:14–27: Text and Apparatus 
MT (BHS) OG 
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ְיראּו ְוַעָּתה 14
  ְּבָתִמים ֹאתֹו ְוִעְבדּו
  ּוֶבֱאֶמת
ִהים ְוָהִסירּו   ֶאת־ֱא
  ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ָעְבדּו ֲאֶׁשר




“And now fear YHWH  
and serve him in sincerity  
and in faithfulness. 
And put away the gods  
that your fathers served  
beyond the river  
and in Egypt,  
and serve YHWH.  
14 καὶ νῦν φοβήθητε κύριον  
καὶ λατρεύσατε αὐτῷ ἐν εὐθύτητι  
καὶ ἐν δικαιοσύνῃ  
καὶ περιέλεσθε τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους,  
οἷς ἐλάτρευσαν οἱ πατέρες ὑμῶν  
ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ 
καὶ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ,  
καὶ λατρεύετε κυρίῳ. 
 
“And now fear the Lord  
and serve him in straightness 
and in righteousness.  
And put away the foreign gods  
that your fathers served  
beyond the river  
and in Egypt, 
and serve the Lord.  
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַלֲעבֹד ְּבֵעיֵניֶכם ַרע ְוִאם 15
  ַהּיֹום ָלֶכם ַּבֲחרּו
  ַתֲעבֹדּון ֶאת־ִמי
ִהים ִאם   ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ֲאֶׁשר־ָעְבדּו ֶאת־ֱא
  ַהָּנָהר ְּבֵעֶבר ֲאֶׁשר
ֵהי ְוִאם   ָהֱאֹמִרי ֶאת־ֱא
  ְּבַאְרָצם יְֹׁשִבים ַאֶּתם ֲאֶׁשר
  ּוֵביִתי ְוָאֹנִכי
 ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַנֲעבֹד
 
If it is bad in your eyes to serve YHWH  
choose for yourselves today 
whom you will serve,  
whether the gods that your fathers served  
that were beyond the river  
or the gods of the Amorites  
in whose land you are living. 
But I and my household  
will serve YHWH.”  
15 εἰ δὲ μὴ ἀρέσκει ὑμῖν λατρεύειν κυρίῳ,  
ἕλεσθε ὑμῖν ἑαυτοῖς σήμερον,  
τίνι λατρεύσητε,  
εἴτε τοῖς θεοῖς τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν  
τοῖς ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ,  
εἴτε τοῖς θεοῖς τῶν Αμορραίων,  
ἐν οἷς ὑμεῖς κατοικεῖτε ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς αὐτῶν·  
ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ ἡ οἰκία μου  
λατρεύσομεν κυρίῳ ὅτι ἅγιός ἐστιν.  
 
Now if it does not please you to serve the Lord  
choose for yourselves today  
whom you will serve,  
whether the gods of your fathers  
those beyond the river  
or the gods of the Amorites  
among who you live in their land. 
But I and my household  
will serve the Lord because he is holy.” 
24:14 τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους] om 54´ La100 | ὑμῶν] ημων Β 56 |  τῷ – Αἰγύπτῳ] αιγυπτω και εν τω περαν του 
ποταμου 54´ La100; τω περαν του ιορδανου και εν αιγυπτω 44 52-57; τω περαν του ιορδανου και εν τω 
περαν του ποταμου και εν αιγυπτω 376 
24:15 ἕλεσθε O–G 108 C–M 82 121 15-56-58txt-85mg-509] εδεσθε Μ; εκλεξασθε rel Ma | ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς] εν τη γη 




  ַוּיֹאֶמר ָהָעם ַוַּיַען 16
  ֵמֲעזֹב ָּלנּו ָחִליָלה
ִהים ַלֲעבֹד ֶאת־ְיהָוה  ֲאֵחִרים ֱא
 
And the people answered and said: 
“Far be it from us that we forsake  
YHWH to serve other gods. 
16 Καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ λαὸς εἶπεν  
Μὴ γένοιτο ἡμῖν καταλιπεῖν  
κύριον ὥστε λατρεύειν θεοῖς ἑτέροις. 
 
And the people answered and said: 
“May it not be that we forsake  
the Lord to serve other gods. 
ֵהינּו ְיהָוה ִּכי 17   ֱא
  ֹאָתנּו ַהַּמֲעֶלה הּוא
  ְוֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתינּו
  ֲעָבִדים ִמֵּבית ִמְצַרִים ֵמֶאֶרץ
  ְלֵעיֵנינּו ָעָׂשה ַוֲאֶׁשר
 ָהֵאֶּלה ַהְּגדֹלֹות ָהֹאתֹות-ֶאת
  ַוִּיְׁשְמֵרנּו
  ָבּה ָהַלְכנּו ֲאֶׁשר ְּבָכל־ַהֶּדֶר
  ָהַעִּמים ּוְבכֹל
 ְּבִקְרָּבם ָעַבְרנּו ֲאֶׁשר
 
For YHWH is our God  
he brought us and our fathers  
out from the land of Egypt,  
from the house of slavery 
and performed those great miracles  
before our own eyes. 
And he protected us along all the way  
that we went and among all the people 
through whom we passed. 
17 κύριος ὁ θεὸς ἡμῶν, αὐτὸς θεός ἐστιν·  
αὐτὸς ἀνήγαγεν ἡμᾶς  
καὶ τοὺς πατέρας ἡμῶν  
ἐξ Αἰγύπτου  
 
 
καὶ διεφύλαξεν ἡμᾶς  
ἐν πάσῃ τῇ ὁδῷ, ᾗ ἐπορεύθημεν ἐν αὐτῇ,  
καὶ ἐν πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν,  
οὓς παρήλθομεν δι᾿ αὐτῶν· 
 
The Lord is our God, he is God  
he brought us and our fathers  




And he protected us along all the way  
that we went and among all the people 
through whom we passed.  
  ְיהָוה ַוְיָגֶרׁש 18
  ְוֶאת־ָהֱאֹמִרי ֶאת־ָּכל־ָהַעִּמים
  ָהָאֶרץ יֵֹׁשב
  ִמָּפֵנינּו
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַנֲעבֹד ַּגם־ֲאַנְחנּו
ֵהינּו ִּכי־הּוא  ֱא
 
And YHWH drove out 
all the people and the Amorites  
who inhabit the land before us. 
Also we will serve YHWH 
for he is our God.”  
18 καὶ ἐξέβαλεν κύριος  
τὸν Ἀμορραῖον καὶ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη  
τὰ κατοικοῦντα τὴν γῆν  
ἀπὸ προσώπου ἡμῶν.  
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἡμεῖς λατρεύσομεν κυρίῳ·  
οὗτος γὰρ θεὸς ἡμῶν ἐστιν.  
 
And the Lord drove out 
the Amorites and all the people  
who inhabit the land before us. 
But we will serve the Lord 
for he is our God.” 
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ַ  ַוּיֹאֶמר 91   ֶאל־ָהָעם ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַלֲעבֹד תּוְכלּו לֹא
ִהים   ְקדִֹׁשים ִּכי־ֱא
  ַקּנֹואֵאל־ הּוא
  לֹא־ִיָּׂשא הּוא
 ּוְלַחּטֹאוֵתיֶכם ְלִפְׁשֲעֶכם
 
But Joshua said to the people:  
“You cannot serve YHWH  
for he is a holy God.  
He is a jealous God,  
he will not forgive  
your transgressions and your sins.  
19 καὶ εἶπεν Ἰησοῦς πρὸς τὸν λαόν  
Οὐ μὴ δύνησθε λατρεύειν κυρίῳ,  
ὅτι θεὸς ἅγιός ἐστιν,  
καὶ ζηλώσας  
οὗτος οὐκ ἀνήσει ὑμῶν  
τὰ ἁμαρτήματα καὶ τὰ ἀνομήματα ὑμῶν· 
 
But Iesous said to the people:  
“You cannot serve the Lord  
for he is a holy 
and jealous God, 
he will not forgive  
your sins and your transgressions. 
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַתַעְזבּו ִּכי 20
ֵהי ַוֲעַבְדֶּתם   ֵנָכר ֱא
  ָלֶכם ְוֵהַרע ְוָׁשב
  ֶאְתֶכם ְוִכָּלה
 ָלֶכם ֵהיִטיבֲאֶׁשר־ ַאֲחֵרי
 
When you forsake YHWH  
and serve foreign gods,  
then he will turn and do you harm  
and consume you, 
after having done you good.” 
20 ἡνίκα ἐὰν ἐγκαταλίπητε κύριον  
καὶ λατρεύσητε θεοῖς ἑτέροις,  
καὶ ἐπελθὼν κακώσει ὑμᾶς  
καὶ ἐξαναλώσει ὑμᾶς  
ἀνθ᾿ ὧν εὖ ἐποίησεν ὑμᾶς. 
 
When you forsake the Lord  
and serve other gods,  
then he will turn and do you harm  
and consume you,  
instead of having done you good.”  
ַ  ָהָעם ַוּיֹאֶמר 21   ֶאל־ְיהֹוֻׁש
 ַנֲעבֹד ֶאת־ְיהָוה ִּכי לֹא
 
And the people said to Joshua: 
“No, for we will serve YHWH!” 
21 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ λαὸς πρὸς Ἰησοῦν  
Οὐχί, ἀλλὰ κυρίῳ λατρεύσομεν. 
 
And the people said to Iesous:  
“No, for we will serve the Lord.” 
ַ  ַוּיֹאֶמר 22   ֶאל־ָהָעם ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ָּבֶכם ַאֶּתם ֵעִדים
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ָלֶכם ְּבַחְרֶּתם ִּכי־ַאֶּתם
  אֹותֹו ַלֲעבֹד
 ֵעִדים ַוּיֹאְמרּו
 
Then Joshua said to the people: 
“You are witnesses against yourselves  
that you have chosen YHWH,  
to serve him.”  
And they said: “(we are) witnesses.”  
22 καὶ εἶπεν Ἰησοῦς πρὸς τὸν λαόν  
Μάρτυρες ὑμεῖς καθ᾿ ὑμῶν,  




Then Iesous said to the people: 
“You are witnesses against yourselves  
that you have chosen the Lord,  
to serve him.  
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ֵהי ָהִסירּו ְוַעָּתה 23   ֶאת־ֱא
  ְּבִקְרְּבֶכם ֲאֶׁשר ַהֵּנָכר
  ֶאת־ְלַבְבֶכם ְוַהּטּו
ֵהי ֶאל־ְיהָוה  ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֱא
 
“And now put away the foreign gods  
that are among you,  
and direct your heart to YHWH,  
the God of Israel.”  
23 καὶ νῦν περιέλεσθε τοὺς θεοὺς  
τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους τοὺς ἐν ὑμῖν  
καὶ εὐθύνατε τὴν καρδίαν ὑμῶν  
πρὸς κύριον θεὸν Ισραήλ.  
 
And now put away the strange gods  
that are among you,  
and direct your heart to the Lord,  
the God of Israel.”  
ַ  ָהָעם ַוּיֹאְמרּו 24   ֶאל־ְיהֹוֻׁש
ֵהינּו ֶאת־ְיהָוה   ַנֲעבֹד ֱא
 ִנְׁשָמע ּוְבקֹולֹו
 
And the people said to Joshua:  
“YHWH our God we will serve 
and his voice we will obey.”  
24 καὶ εἶπεν ὁ λαὸς πρὸς Ἰησοῦν  
Κυρίῳ λατρεύσομεν  
καὶ τῆς φωνῆς αὐτοῦ ἀκουσόμεθα. 
 
And the people said to Iesous:  
“The Lord we will serve  
and his voice we will obey.” 
ַ  ַוִּיְכרֹת 25   ְּבִרית ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ַההּוא ַּבּיֹום ָלָעם




So, Joshua made a covenant  
with the people that day  
and gave them statutes and ordinances  
at Shechem.  
25 Καὶ διέθετο Ἰησοῦς διαθήκην  
πρὸς τὸν λαὸν ἐν τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ  
καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ νόμον καὶ κρίσιν  
ἐν Σηλὼ 
ἐνώπιον τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ἰσραήλ. 
 
So, Iesous made a covenant  
with the people that day  
and gave them statutes and ordinances 
at Selo before the tent of the God of Israel.  
ַ  ַוִּיְכֹּתב 26   ָהֵאֶּלה ֶאת־ַהְּדָבִרים ְיהֹוֻׁש
ִהים ּתֹוַרת ְּבֵסֶפר   ֱא
  ְּגדֹוָלה ֶאֶבן ַוִּיַּקח
  ָּׁשם ַוְיִקיֶמָה 
 ְיהָוה ְּבִמְקַּדׁש ֲאֶׁשר ָהַאָּלה ַּתַחת
 
And Joshua wrote these words  
in the book of the law of God  
and he took a large stone, and set it there  
under the oak  
which is in the sanctuary of YHWH.  
26 καὶ ἔγραψεν τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα  
εἰς βιβλίον νόμον τοῦ θεοῦ·  
καὶ ἔλαβεν λίθον μέγαν  
καὶ ἔστησεν αὐτὸν Ἰησοῦς  
ὑπὸ τὴν τερέμινθον ἀπέναντι κυρίου.  
 
And he wrote these words  
in the book as the law of God 
and he took a large stone and Joshua set it  
under the oak  
before the Lord. 
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ַ  ַוּיֹאֶמר 27   ָהָעםָּכל־ֶאל־ ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ַהּזֹאת ָהֶאֶבן ִהֵּנה
  ְלֵעָדה נּוִּתְהֶיה־ּבָ 
  ָּכל־ִאְמֵרי ֵאת ָׁשְמָעה ִּכי־ִהיא
  ְיהָוה
  ִעָּמנּו ִּדֶּבר ֲאֶׁשר





And Joshua said to all the people: 
“Look, this stone  
shall a witness against us 
for it has heard all the words 
of YHWH  
that he spoke to us 
and it shall be a witness against you 
 
lest you deal falsely with  
your God.” 
27 καὶ εἶπεν Ἰησοῦς πρὸς τὸν λαόν  
Ἰδοὺ ὁ λίθος οὗτος  
ἔσται ἐν ὑμῖν εἰς μαρτύριον,  
ὅτι αὐτὸς ἀκήκοεν πάντα τὰ λεχθέντα  
αὐτῷ ὑπὸ κυρίου,  
ὅ τι ἐλάλησεν πρὸς ἡμᾶς σήμερον·  
καὶ ἔσται οὗτος ἐν ὑμῖν εἰς μαρτύριον 
ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν,  
ἡνίκα ἐὰν ἀπόστητε ἀπὸ 
κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ μου.  
 
And Iesous said to the people: 
“Look, this stone  
shall be in your midst a witness 
for it has heard all that was spoken 
to it by the Lord,  
that he spoke to us today 
and it shall be in your midst a witness  
at the last days 
whenever you rebel against  
the Lord my God.”  
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3.3.1 Text-Critical Analysis of the OG 
24:14 There are four possible readings for the phrase which urges the Israelites to 
put away the gods that they served “beyond the river and in Egypt”. It is likely that B 
and the majority contains the OG reading.347 
 
 ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ καὶ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ (B Maj) 
 ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ καὶ ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ (54´ La100) 
 ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ιορδανου καὶ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ (44 52-57)  
 ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ιορδανου καὶ ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ καὶ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ (376) 
 
In the context of Josh 24, ἐν τῷ πέραν τοῦ ποταμοῦ “beyond the river” is used to refer 
to Mesopotamia where Abraham lived (24:2–3, 15). In 24:14, however, the mention 
of Egypt together with “beyond the river” has led later revisers to understand the 
river as Jordan. Accordingly, L secondarily transposes the sentence, probably under-
standing the phrase so that first the Israelites left Egypt and only then crossed Jordan. 
The substitution of ποταμοῦ with ιορδανου is another attempt to specify that here 
Jordan is the correct river. The reading in MS 376 is a conflation of the majority read-
ing with this substitution. 
 
24:15 Margolis reads εκλεξασθε “choose” in his OG. This is the reading found in 
groups E and L. Rahlfs, however, substitutes it with ἕλεσθε “choose” with several MSS 
from groups C and O. The former (ἐκλέγομαι) is the more common equivalent for בחר 
and it is almost consistently used by Aquila.348 The rare αἱρέω is used in the LXX as an 
equivalent for בחר only in 2 Sam 15:15 and Jer 8:3. In OG Josh 24:15, ἕλεσθε should 
therefore be preferred as the rarer original equivalent. As illustrated by Greenspoon, 
εκλεξασθε is a Kaige reading substituting the rare verb with a more common one. 
Accordingly, he notes that this is an example of an instance where a Kaige reading 
                                                     
347 The originality of the L and Old Latin reading could be argued on the basis that it is the reading 
further away from the MT. The majority reading would then reflect an early correction towards the 
proto-MT text. However, since there are stylistic reasons for a secondary transposition in L, it is per-
haps more likely that the transposition is a secondary development. 
348 Den Hertog 1996, 32. 
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entered the B-text, and serves as a reminder to be careful not to mechanically equate 
B with OG.349 
 MSS 54´-314 55 509, the Armenian, Ethiopic, and Old Latin translations, sec-
ondarily change the more idiomatic Greek ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς αὐτῶν “in their land” closer to 
the Hebrew ְּבַאְרָצם “in their land” by substituting ἐπὶ with εν. 
 MS 58 secondarily omits ὅτι ἅγιός ἐστιν “because he is holy” following the He-
brew text, which lacks an equivalent for this expression. 
 
24:17 The replacement of ἐξ with εκ γης is a secondary correction towards the He-
brew text. It is likely Hexaplaric. Several MSS from various groups have an equivalent 
for the Hebrew plus ָהֹאתֹות ַהְּגדֹלֹות ָהֵאֶּלה-ִמֵּבית ֲעָבִדים ַוֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה ְלֵעיֵנינּו ֶאת  “from the 
house of slavery and did those great signs in our sight”. They read εξ οικου δουλειας 
και οσα εποιησεν ημιν τα σημεια τα μεγαλα ταυτα “from the house of slavery and did 
us those great miracles”. The Armenian and Ethiopic translations, as well as the Syro-
hexapla, also have it. This should not be included in the OG, since it has probably 
emerged as a later revision towards the Hebrew, as Margolis and Rahlfs also agree. 
 
24:18 Manuscripts O–G 108 15 transpose the order τὸν Αμορραῖον καὶ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη 
“the Amorites and all the nations” to correspond with the Hebrew order ָּכל-ֶאת-
ָהֱאֹמִרי-ָהַעִּמים ְוֶאת  “all the nations and the Amorites”. Pretzl identifies this as a Hexa-
plaric correction.350 In addition, MSS 19 secondarily replaces παντα with σύμπαντα. 
 
24:22 The majority reading is the accusative κύριον: the Lord is understood as an ob-
ject of ἐξελέξασθε. The dative form κυριω is given in manuscript B 75, probably be-
cause the Lord is coupled with λατρεύειν (as is the case in OG 24:14–16, 18–21). Since 
the translator was translating ְּבַחְרֶּתם ָלֶכם ֶאת-ְיהָוה, in which YHWH is the object, the 
majority reading is the most likely OG reading. The dative can be explained as inner-
Greek harmonization within 24:18–22, where the Lord and gods are in dative when 
they are in conjunction with λατρεύω.  
                                                     
349 Greenspoon 1983, 111. 
350 Pretzl 1928, 399. 
105 
 
The equivalent for the Hebrew ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים “and they said: ‘(we are) witnesses’” 
in some Greek MSS emerged as a Hexaplaric addition. It is marked with an obelus in 
MS 344. 
 
24:23 One could argue that the L reading τῶν αλλοφύλων, supported by the Old Latin 
alienigenarum, is earlier than the majority reading τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους - which could be 
explained as a harmonization towards a more usual form. In the case of ַהֵּנָכר, the 
translation equivalent in the LXX is usually ἀλλότριος (e.g. Gen 35:2, 4; Judg 10:16; 1 
Sam 7:3). When one observes how the Joshua translator dealt with the attributes of 
foreign or other gods, it becomes clear that he was not systematic, but gave varied 
translation equivalents. For example, ἑτέρος was normally used to translate ַאֵחר as in 
24:2 and 16, but sometimes it is also the equivalent for ֵנָכר as in 24:23. However, one 
should also note that αλλοφύλων usually referred to the Philistenes, and it is not used 
anywhere else in the book of Joshua.351 It is possible that a later reviser was familiar 
with the term from the book of Judges and secondarily imported it in this context. 
Therefore, it is probably safest to follow Rahlfs and Margolis with the majority read-
ing even though the L reading does have its merits. 
 
24:24 The OG did not have an equivalent for ֵהינּו  our God”. Consequently, several“ ֱא
MSS secondarily add an equivalent to harmonize the text towards the MT. The addi-
tion is done in notably different ways and two different places. It is a good example 
of a short addition that could have been made in the margins of manuscripts in dif-
ferent ways. 
 
24:25 On σηλω, see the comments on verse 1. Only one MS omits the clause ἐνώπιον 
τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ἰσραήλ “before the tent of the God of Israel” which does not have 
an equivalent in the MT. The omission is probably a later development influenced by 
it having been marked with an obelus in the Syrohexapla. 
 The OG may have read the tetragrammaton in the Hebrew Vorlage and trans-
lated it with κυρίου. It is attested by the nomina sacra in the L group and some M 
                                                     
351 Van der Kooij 2006. 
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MSS. Also, La100 reflects it with the reading Domino. It is possible that the abbrevia-
tion κυ accidentally dropped out from the chain of possessive forms at some point in 
the copying of the Greek text. Against this conclusion one might argue that the ab-
breviation was added as a later Greek revision reflecting formulaic language. The 
matter is hard to settle, since the whole phrase is missing from the MT. The question 
of the originality of the tetragrammaton in the Hebrew Vorlage does not need to be 
settled here. 
 
24:26 The addition of ις̅ is Hexaplaric. It is marked with an obelus in the Syrohexapla. 
The omission of the latter ιησους in 121 and La100 is a secondary development due to 
the Hebrew text. 
 
24:27 The addition of παντα is probably Hexaplaric. The OG plusses σήμερον “today” 
and ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν “at the last days” are marked with an obelus in the Syro-
hexapla. However, they are well attested in the MS material, and only the latter is 
missing from some Greek MSS. The replacement of σήμερον with κς̅ is an idiosyncrasy 
of MS 120. 
 At the end of the verse, there are considerable variants and the OG reading is 
not clear. In my opinion, the OG text most probably read ἡνίκα ἐὰν ἀπόστητε ἀπὸ 
κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ “whenever you rebel against the Lord”, as attested by the L group 
and La100, since it best explains how the other readings came into being. This recon-
struction differs from both Rahlfs and Margolis. 
 The L group supported by Old Latin utilizes the verb ἀφίστημι “to reject”, which 
differs from the majority ψεύδομαι “to lie”. The L verb ἀφίστημι does not correspond 
with the MT verb ָּכַחׁש “to deceive”. In Josh 22:18–19, ἀφίστημι is a translation of ָמַרד 
“to rebel”. In Josh 22, the rebelling is connected to the attempt by the eastern tribes 
to build a competing altar for YHWH, which was considered a fatal sin. Josh 22:19 
uses the phrase καὶ μὴ ἀπόστητε ἀπὸ κυρίου ”and do not rebel against the Lord” 
( ִּתְמרֹדּו-ּוַביהָוה ַאל ), which is close to the phrase in the L variant in 24:27. Therefore, it 
is possible that L preserves at the end of Josh 24:27 the OG reading, which has been 
translated from a variant Hebrew Vorlage which utilized the verb מרד “rebel”. If this 
reading is assumed to be earlier, and goes back to an earlier Hebrew Vorlage, a later 
replacement in the proto-MT could be explained as a removal of the reference to 
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Josh 22 by changing the verb מרד to כחש. This would be due to the context of Josh 
24. After all, in Josh 24 the triple promise by the Israelites to serve only YHWH and 
the making of the covenant should not end with a reference to a fatal sin. Moreover, 
 could be understood as a secondary change towards a verb that better suits the כחש
context; namely, it is easier to understand how a stone of witness could prevent the 
Israelites from “deceiving” or “lying” to YHWH than it is to understand how a stone 
could prevent the Israelites from “rebelling”. The majority Greek reading ψεύδομαι 
could then be explained as a later revision towards the secondarily replaced Hebrew 
 in the MT. Interestingly, MS 58 preserves both readings by first following the ָּכַחׁש
majority text and then giving και αποστητε απ αυτου as a plus.352 
 In terms of the personal pronoun, the probable OG reading θεοῦ μου “Lord my 
God” differs from the MT reading ֵהיֶכם -with your God”. The OG personal pro“ ֵּבא
noun is supported by three E MSS (B 82 120), and it probably reflects יהוה אלהי 
“YHWH my God” in the Hebrew Vorlage of the translator (cf. Josh 9:23, 14:8). The 
other readings can be explained as deriving from this OG reading. The secondary 
reading θεῷ ἡμῶν “our God” is probably a later correction towards another form. This 
form, however, is also given by most L witnesses, and the development could be ex-
plained the other way around. The replacement of μου with υμων in several MSS is a 
revision towards the Hebrew text. The reading יהוה אלהי “YHWH my God” in the He-
brew Vorlage of the OG might well be earlier than ֵהיֶכם  your God”, since the“ ֵּבא
latter could be explained as a harmonization towards the second-person plural mas-
culine forms utilized in the preceding clauses. 
 All in all, verse 24:27 attests to several complex variants and diverse combina-
tions of readings in the manuscript material. Thus, the reconstruction of the OG re-
mains tentative. The plurality of the Greek readings seems to correlate with the sev-
eral variants between the MT and the OG which will be analyzed in section 3.3.2.5 
below. My text-critical suggestion here goes together with the arguments presented 
there. The verse has obviously been challenging for various scribes at several points 
in its textual history. 
                                                     
352 Against the priority of L, however, it could be argued that the OG translator faithfully translated 
ψεύδομαι from ָּכַחׁש and that ἀφίστημι is a later inner-Greek development towards another verb. In 
that case one would have to assume that the reviser of L secondarily created a problematic intertex-
tual connection with Josh 22:18–19. This makes it slightly more probable that “rebel” is the earlier 
reading in Greek, which is based on a different Hebrew Vorlage. 
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3.3.2 Evaluation between the OG and the MT 
3.3.2.1 Minor Theological Cleansing (v. 15) 
Sometimes even a minor textual variant might reveal ideological motivations behind 
scribal work. This might be the case with a variant in Josh 24:15 where Joshua, rec-
ognizing that the Israelites cannot serve YHWH, urges them to choose between the 
gods that their fathers served beyond the river or the gods of the Amorites. This verse 
ends in the well-known phrase uttered by Joshua: “But I and my household will serve 
the Lord.”353 The difference between the MT and the OG relates to the gods beyond 
the river: in the MT, Joshua refers to the foreign gods as ָעְבדּו ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ִהים ֲאֶׁשרֱא -ֶאת  
“the gods that your fathers served”, while the OG utilizes a more intense possessive 
form τοῖς θεοῖς τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν “the gods of your fathers”. This change could 
merely be attributed to the translator. In that case, the variant in the OG would be 
“another example of non-literal translation for stylistic reasons”.354 Following this 
reasoning, Schmitt regards the variant a Greek stylistic simplification.355 Butler inter-
prets further that the OG represents a sermonic idiom that aims at making the call 
more personal by using the second-person formulation together with a possessive 
form.356 
 How probable is it that the change could be attributed to the translator? In 
theory, it is possible. The change could be well integrated into the overall profile of 
the translator. The explanation is, however, undermined by the translation of the 
previous verse. There also, the MT refers to ִהים-ֶאת ֲאֶׁשר ָעְבדּו ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ֱא  “the gods 
that your fathers served”, but the translation given is τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους οἷς 
ἐλάτρευσαν οἱ πατέρες ὑμῶν “the other gods that your fathers served”. So there the 
translator did not translate the relative clause with a possessive form. In addition, if 
the variant were secondary, it would imply that the translator or a Hebrew reviser 
secondarily created a theologically problematic reading. This possessive expression 
is, after all, normally used when referring to YHWH (e.g. Exod 3:13, 15, 16; Deut 1:11, 
21; 4:1). One would then have to argue that stylistic motives override the theological 
problem created. 
                                                     
353 The OG plus at the end of the verse will be dealt in section 3.3.2.6. 
354 Koopmans 1990, 256–257. 
355 Schmitt 1964, 9. 
356 Butler 1983, 264. 
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 A suspicion towards the reading in the MT is raised when the following clause 
in verse 15 is considered: 
 
ִהים ִאם   ַהָּנָהר ְּבֵעֶבֵר  ֲאֶׁשר ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ֲאֶׁשר־ָעְבדּו ֶאת־ֱא
ֵהי ְוִאם  םְּבַאְרצָ  יְֹׁשִבים ַאֶּתם ֲאֶׁשר ָהֱאֹמִרי ֶאת־ֱא
 
The possessive form “the gods of the Amorites” would form a parallelism with the 
possessive form in the OG. The relative clause in the MT text is cumbersome when 
viewed from this perspective. If the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG read כםתואת אלהי אב  
“the gods of your fathers” it could be a parallelism was originally intended here. The 
explanation first introduced by Holmes should thus be taken up.357 A Hebrew reviser 
may have objected to referring to the foreign gods with the earlier formula  את אלהי
כםתואב . The main reason for the objection was ideological, since the possessive ex-
pression should only be used with YHWH. Hence, the proto-MT editor might have 
changed the possessive form to a similar relative clause that was already used in 
verse 14. Granted, the Hebrew reading behind the OG is unusual; however, it is not 
impossible, since a kindred reading occurs in Dan 11:37: ֵהי ֲאבָֹתיו  the gods of his“ ֱא
fathers”. 
 The ideological motive at play here could also been characterized as undermin-
ing the polytheism of the Israelite fathers. Such subtle editing also takes place else-
where.358 The Samaritan book of Joshua further continues this line of development 
by omitting all the references to the fathers serving foreign gods beyond the river. In 
the Samaritan version of the speech, the choice is between either YHWH or the gods 
of those peoples among which the Israelites are currently living.359 
 In my opinion, thus, the argument that there was an intentional theological 
cleansing behind the MT reading is more probable than assuming a stylistic change 
in the OG tradition. The explanation is even more probable when connected with the 
observation that many other parts of Josh 24 were ideologically edited in the proto-
MT phase. 
                                                     
357 Holmes 1914, 79. 
358 See, for example, Pakkala 2013, 185–191. 
359 See section 3.6. 
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3.3.2.2 Variants in the Exodus Remembrance (v. 17) 
The chapter continues with the response and commitment of the Israelites. In verse 
16, there are no differences between the OG and the MT. In verse 17, the Israelites 
recall how YHWH brought them out of Egypt and protected them. The textual wit-
nesses of verse 17 are particularly rich with variants. Three variants should be ad-
dressed: (1) the phrase αὐτὸς θεός ἐστιν “he is God”, which is a plus in the OG, (2) the 
phrase ְוֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתינּו “and our fathers”, missing in two Greek witnesses and the Pe-
shitta, and (3) the substantial plus in the MT that amplifies the deeds of YHWH in 
Egypt. 
 Holmes explains the first variant, the plus “he is God” in the OG, as a case of 
misunderstanding by the translator.360 According to him, the translator did not grasp 
the force of the Hebrew syntax that uses the pronoun as a copula in the nominal 
clause, highlighting what YHWH has done ֵהינּו הּוא ַהַּמֲעֶלה  For YHWH is our“ ִּכי ְיהָוה ֱא
God, he took us”. A similar misunderstanding is, according to Holmes, seen in Josh 
ִהים ַּבָּׁשַמִים 2:11 ֵהיֶכם הּוא ֱא -For YHWH is your God, he is the God of heav“ ִּכי ְיהָוה ֱא
ens” where no equivalent is given in the OG for the third-person singular masculine 
pronoun.361 In this manner, the plus in OG Josh 24:17 could be explained as a sec-
ondary explanatory addition emerging from a misunderstanding in the translation 
process. The addition could further be explained as having derived from the end of 
verse 18 ֵהינּו  we will serve YHWH for he is our God”.362 Given“ ַנֲעבֹד ֶאת-ְיהָוה ִּכי-הּוא ֱא
the overall nature and competence of the translator, an argument assuming a mis-
understanding in a relatively simple phrase seems somewhat unfounded. 
 Against the conclusion that the translator misunderstood the passage, I would 
argue that the OG reflects an earlier Hebrew Vorlage. This Hebrew text could have 
read האלהים הוא אלהינו כי יהוה  “for YHWH our God, he is God”. The closest parallel 
for such a formulation can be found in Deut 7:9 ִהים-ְוָיַדְעָּת ִּכי ֶהי הּוא ָהֱא ְיהָוה ֱא  “you 
will therefore know that YHWH your God, he is God”. In light of the translation style 
of Joshua, this is more likely than to assume that the translator would have made 
such an addition. This Hebrew text was likely earlier than the MT, since “he is God” 
                                                     
360 Holmes 1914, 79. This solution is followed by Butler 1983, 264 and Koopmans 1990, 257. 
361 Holmes 1914, 20. The OG text in this case, however, is not that simple. The text of B, for example, 
has an equivalent to the pronoun. 
362 Den Hertog 2011, 655. 
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may have easily dropped out due to a scribal mistake. There is a clear possibility for 
a homoioteleuton in the assumed Hebrew Vorlage due to the close repetition of the 
pronouns 363.הוא האלהים הוא המעלה 
 The second notable variant is not clear from a comparison of the OG and the 
MT above. The phrase ְוֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתינּו “and our fathers” is missing from the Peshitta, 
which has led some scholars to omit it as secondary both from the MT and the OG.364 
If the argument was dependent only on Peshitta it would be tenuous. Peshitta tends 
to paraphrase in many instances, and this variant could be attributed to that ten-
dency.365 Moreover, the omission of the phrase in Peshitta could be explained as ho-
moioteleuton caused by the similar endings (ֹאָתנּו ְוֶאת-ֲאבֹוֵתינּו). 
 There are, however, other arguments to be considered. First, the variant be-
ginning of verse 24:6 in the MT should be mentioned again, since it includes as a plus 
the same phrase ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ָואֹוִציא ֶאת  “and I brought your fathers”. I have already con-
cluded that the plusses in the MT at the beginning of 24:5 and 6 are best explained 
as secondary developments. As concluded earlier, this sentence shows signs of later 
harmonization with 1 Sam 12.366 Second, there are some Greek manuscripts (44 and 
53) that omit καὶ τοὺς πατέρας ἡμῶν “your fathers” in verse 24:17. Since the Greek 
manuscript support for not omitting the phrase is solid, extending firmly to all MS 
groups, it is safest to assume that the phrase was present in the OG and their absence 
from some Greek manuscripts is a later development. Based on the support of Pe-
shitta, these sporadic Greek manuscripts, and the variant reading in verse 24:6, how-
ever, one could formulate a cumulative argument that there was an earlier Hebrew 
version for 24:17 from which the phrase was missing. One could then argue that in 
Josh 24 there is a tendency to secondarily add the mention of the fathers in several 
places. This argument would accord with the literary-critical model, which assumes 
that the mentions of the fathers has been secondarily expanded to YHWH’s 
                                                     
363 The other possibility is that האלהים הוא  was secondarily added to the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG. 
Such an addition could have been inspired by late monotheistic texts that wish to highlight the one-
ness of God (e.g. Deut 7:9, cf. Pakkala 2007, 159–178). However, since the grounds for a scribal mis-
take are clear here, OG Josh 24:17 should hold the text-critical priority. This is not to say that הוא 
 .could not be a monotheistic gloss in the earlier literary development of the text האלהים
364 Holmes 1914, 78–79 and Nielsen 1955, 99. 
365 Koopmans 1990, 257. 
366 Thus also Holmes 1914, 78. The addition forms a repetition in the MT text: “Then I brought you 
out. (6) And I brought your fathers out”. See section 3.2.2.3. 
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speech.367 Nonetheless, since the manuscript evidence for the omission is late and 
scarce, it is more likely that the convergence with literary-critical observations is in 
this case coincidental. 
 The third variant in verse 24:17, the long plus in the MT, expands the Exodus 
remembrance. The plus reads first “from the land of” before Egypt (ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים), and 
then specifies that Egypt is “the house of slavery” (ִמֵּבית ֲעָבִדים). Finally, it states that 
YHWH “performed those great miracles before our own eyes” ( -ַוֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה ְלֵעיֵנינּו ֶאת
 ”From this whole sentence, the OG has an equivalent for “Egypt .(ָהֹאתֹות ַהְּגדֹלֹות ָהֵאֶּלה
only. To explain this variant as a textual corruption in the OG tradition, one would 
have to assume a rather complicated error, since the plus is situated around the word 
“Egypt”. In addition, it is hard to explain why the plus would have been intentionally 
omitted from the OG. There are no convincing theological or stylistic reasons for such 
an omission.368 Nielsen, for one, suggested that the OG tradition might have found 
problematic the notion that the great miracles that happened in Egypt were seen not 
only by the fathers but also by the generation in question (ְלֵעיֵנינּו “before our own 
eyes”).369 According to such an argument, the scribe deleted this part, since the gen-
eration in Josh 24 was not present in Egypt. However, the reference to “miracles” 
here does not necessarily have to do with Egypt, but could also refer to later miracles. 
Moreover, an omission motivated by a precision for the correct division between 
“us” and “the fathers” is not that plausible, since such a motivation is not at play in 
other significant instances. For example, in the historical remembrance in 24:2–13 
the fathers and the generation that the speech is addressed to are used interchange-
ably, both in the MT and the OG.370 This is seen, specifically, when in 24:2–5 the fa-
thers are the objects of YHWH’s activity but suddenly in 24:5, in both the MT and the 
OG, YHWH brings “you” out of Egypt. 
 We are then most probably dealing with a secondary addition in the proto-MT 
tradition. This is, in fact, a position held by several scholars.371 The expansion in the 
                                                     
367 See section 4.3.3. 
368 Thus also Koopmans 1990, 248. 
369 Nielsen 1955, 99. 
370 Boling & Wright (1982, 538) characterize the rhetorical function of this interchange as follows: 
“This compact unit employs the same technique that was noted in alternation between second and 
third person forms in the initial communique (vv. 2b–13), to elicit and signal identification with the 
experience of others.” 
371 See, for example, Butler 1983, 264; Koopmans 1990, 248–250; Nelson 1997, 265; Den Hertog 
2011, 655; Rösel 2011, 372. 
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MT consists of two parts: the specification of Egypt as the house of slavery, and the 
reminder of YHWH’s great deeds performed before the eyes of the Israelites. The 
phrase ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים ִמֵּבית ֲעָבִדים “from the land of Egypt, the house of slavery”, in the 
first part of the addition, is formulaic language influenced by Deuteronomy (e.g. Deut 
5:6, 6:12, 8:14, 13:11), also known from both versions of the Decalogue (Exod 20:2, 
Deut 5:6). The influence of Deuteronomy on the editing of Josh 24 has also been 
noted earlier in this analysis.372 In addition, it is interesting to note that this is the 
second case where Josh 24 has, only in the MT, a connection with Mic 6:4. The earlier 
connection was in the case of the addition of Moses and Aaron in MT Josh 24:5. This 
points towards late editing harmonizing various texts closer to one another. 
 
Mic 6:4 Josh 24 
 ֲעָבִדים ּוִמֵּבית ִמְצַרִים ֵמֶאֶרץ ֶהֱעִלִתי ִּכי
 ּוִמְרָים ַאֲהרֹן ֶאת־ֹמֶׁשה ְלָפֶני ָוֶאְׁשַלח ְּפִדיִתי
 
I brought you up from the land of Egypt, 
(from) the house of slavery I delivered you. 
I sent Moses, Aaron, and Miriam to lead you. 
  (v. 17) ֲעָבִדים ִמֵּבית ִמְצַרִים ֵמֶאֶרץ 
  (v. 5) ְוֶאת־ַאֲהרֹן ֶאת־ֹמֶׁשה ָוֶאְׁשַלח 
 
from the land of Egypt,  
the house of slavery 
I sent Moses and Aaron 
 
The second part of the expansion ָהֹאתֹות ַהְּגדֹלֹות ָהֵאֶּלה-ֶאת ַוֲאֶׁשר ָעָׂשה ְלֵעיֵנינּו  “and per-
formed those great miracles before our own eyes” consists of common language 
-miracle”) and the common theme of YHWH per“ אֹות great” together with“ ָּגדֹול)
forming great miracles used in Deuteronomy (e.g. Deut 4:34, 6:22, 7:19, 26:8, 29:2) 
and Jer 32:21. There is, however, one noteworthy difference. In Deuteronomy, the 
word אֹות is never used alone, but always together with a synonym (מופת “sign”). The 
combination of these two synonyms is also used outside Deuteronomy in Exod 7:3; 
Is 8:18, 20:3; Ps 78:43, 135:9; Neh 9:10; and Jer 32:20ff. Koopmans correctly notes: 
“In other words, an expansion in Josh 24:17 could have been influenced by traditional 
language from Deuteronomy, but the language and style stops short of the stereo-
typed collocation of nouns found in Deuteronomy.”373 Thus, one has to be careful 
when making conclusions on the editing behind MT Josh 24:17 based on formulaic 
language. The addition does not bring anything ideologically new to the text. We are, 
                                                     
372 See also Tov 1999c, 394 on the influence of Deuteronomy on several additions in MT Josh overall. 
373 Koopmans 1990, 249. 
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therefore, probably not dealing with a Deuteronomistic redaction, but editing influ-
enced by common language and themes found in Deuteronomy and elsewhere in the 
Hebrew Bible. This editing seems to attempt to tighten the connections of Joshua 
with the books preceding and following it. It is probably connected with the increas-
ing authority of Deuteronomy in the late Second Temple period.374 
 Lastly, it is significant that this is the only place in the book of Joshua where the 
miracles performed by YHWH in Egypt are explicitly mentioned. Taken together with 
the addition of Moses and Aaron in 24:5, one can probably conclude that the editor 
responsible for the additions behind the proto-MT text was motivated by a desire to 
fill in missing details from the Exodus narrative. The earlier allusions to the Exodus in 
the OG text were not that detailed, and the editor felt a need to bring them into 
closer conformity with the Exodus traditions that were already developed further in 
Deuteronomy and the Pentateuch. This evidence therefore strengthens the literary 
and redaction critical notion that references to the Exodus have been secondarily 
added and expanded in the diachronic development of the book of Joshua.375 
3.3.2.3 Addition Relating to Earlier Redaction (v. 22) 
In verse 22, Joshua states that the people themselves are witnesses to their own 
choice to serve YHWH. The MT has as a plus after Joshua's statement, an affirmation 
by the people ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים “and they said: ‘we are witnesses!’”. There are two in-
stances in Josh 24 where a witness to the people's decision is highlighted. This verse 
likely represents a later abstract and theological conception of a witness, while the 
stone of witness in verse 27 is likely an older concept.376 The importance of witnesses 
is central in the current form of Josh 24, as seen in the double appearance, since it 
highlights that the people themselves are fully responsible for any consequences en-
suing from breaches of the contract. YHWH is not responsible for what happens 
when the covenant is broken. This important function of the double witnesses might, 
                                                     
374 On the popularity of Deuteronomy in late Second Temple Judaism, see Crawford 2005. 
375 For example, the circumcision scene containing several references to the Exodus in Josh 5:4–8 is 
likely a quite late addition to the book of Joshua, which has further gone through complex editing. 
Bieberstein (1995, 408–412), for instance, attributes the scene to a late post-priestly editor. For the 
textual issues in Josh 5:4–8 see section 3.4.2.3. 
376 Rösel 2011, 373. 
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in fact, be the reason why there are significant textual variants in both passages re-
ferring to different witnesses. For this reason, later editors have wanted to continue 
to stress the importance of the witness. 
 In light of the function of this verse, the sentence ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים could be ex-
plained as a secondary addition behind the MT tradition, one that wishes to under-
line that the people themselves took all the responsibility for the covenant and the 
results of breaking it. It is a “basis for guilt of the people”, as Butler puts it, when the 
covenant is eventually broken by serving other gods.377 This argument is further sup-
ported by the notion that a late insertion of this sentence has created syntactical 
problems in the transition between 24:22 and 23. When 24:23 is read after  ַוּיֹאְמרּו
 Joshua is not introduced again as the speaker, and the reader could easily make ,ֵעִדים
the mistake of thinking that the speech of the people continues.378 Verse 23 does not 
work after this plus, since it does not reintroduce the speaker and continues as a 
quotation. In all the other instances in Josh 24, when the people finish speaking 
Joshua is again introduced as the speaker. The OG, without the insertion, reads 
smoothly as a continuation of the speech of Joshua.  
 This observation, however, has also been used as an argument in the other 
direction. An omission of ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים in the OG could seek to simplify the problematic 
syntax created by an earlier redactor. Aurelius points out that various textual tradi-
tions try to deal with the problem of continuity between 24:22 and 23; while Peshitta 
adds an introduction stating that it is Joshua who speaks in 24:23, the OG deletes the 
answer of the people at the end of 24:22.379 Nielsen correspondingly notes that the 
deletion of the phrase in the OG happened because verse 23 in connection with this 
phrase “might at first sight be interpreted as the words of the people.”380 Therefore, 
while the originality of the phrase ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים could be argued on the basis of it being 
the lectio difficilior, its secondary nature could be argued on the basis of it disturbing 
the earlier speech by Joshua. 
                                                     
377 Butler 1983, 265. 
378 Holmes (1914, 79) puts it bluntly: “It interrupts the speech.” Also, Butler (1983, 265) notes that 
the “phrase does not fit the following syntax, where Joshua is not mentioned as subject again”. This 
sudden interruption changing the speaker is used as a literary-critical argument by, for example, 
Becker 2006, 144. 
379 Aurelius 2008, 101. 
380 Nielsen 1955, 100. 
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 Finally, the usage of the word ֵעִדים “witness” as an affirmation of a second 
party to an agreement is similar to Ruth 4:10–12. There, the people at the gate de-
clare that they are witnesses that Boaz has acquired all the property of Elimelech.381 
This usage may have influenced a secondary addition in Josh 24:22. On the other 
hand, Ruth 4:10–12, 1 Sam 12:5, and Josh 24:22 together might attest to a fixed legal 
formula, to which the confirmation of the people that they are witnesses belongs as 
an integral part.382 This form-critical observation would then indicate that either the 
answer of the people was a part of the earliest textual form of Josh 24:22, or the 
form was harmonized towards a common legal formula. 
Since the text-critical arguments are not decisive, in this case it is helpful to 
consider a literary-critical possibility. The key observation is that Josh 24:23 contains 
the idea that foreign gods are already among the Israelites in the Promised Land ( -ֶאת
ֵהי ַהֵּנָכר ֲאֶׁשר ְּבִקְרְּבֶכם  and that they should be put away. This idea is different from (ֱא
the one presented earlier in Josh 24, where the choice between YHWH and a foreign 
god is theoretical and the foreign gods were just associated with the fathers.383 
Therefore, 24:23–24 altogether can be seen as a later addition in the literary growth 
of the chapter. If, then, one assumes that the response of the people “we are wit-
nesses” was present in the text to which 24:23–24 was added, the addition would 
have been made poorly, since no introduction was given indicating that Joshua is the 
speaker. It is therefore more plausible that while 24:23–24 is an early addition, the 
phrase ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים is an even later addition attested by documented evidence. When 
such a short addition was made, it was understandable that the scribe did not notice 
the need for a new introductory speech formula. Perhaps the most likely develop-
ment here is then a model of subsequent expansions, where every phase represents 






                                                     
381 In both cases “it is clear that the distinction between civil law and religious law is completely 
blurred” (Boling & Wright 1982, 539). 
382 As argued by Müller 2004, 216. 
383 Thus also, for example, Levin 1985, 114; Becker 2006, 144; Aurelius 2008, 101. 
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First phase Second phase (OG Josh) Third phase (MT Josh) 
22. Then Joshua said to the 
people: “You are witnesses 
against yourselves that you 















25. So Joshua made a cove-
nant with the people that 
day... 
22. Then Joshua said to the 
people: “You are witnesses 
against yourselves that you 





23. And now put away the  
foreign gods that are among 
you, and direct your heart to 
YHWH, the God of Israel.”  
 
24. And the people said to 
Joshua: “YHWH  
we will serve and his voice 
we will obey.”  
25. So Joshua made a cove-
nant with the people that 
day... 
22. Then Joshua said to the 
people: “You are witnesses 
against yourselves that you 
have chosen YHWH, to serve 
him.”  
And they said: “(we are) wit-
nesses.”  
 
23. “And now put away the  
foreign gods that are among 
you, and direct your heart to 
YHWH, the God of Israel.”  
 
24. And the people said to 
Joshua: “YHWH our God  
we will serve and his voice 
we will obey.”  
25. So Joshua made a cove-
nant with the people that 
day... 
 
The literary-critical observations made here will be discussed further in section 4.3.3. 
It should be noted that even if one does not agree with the assumption of the first 
phase that is not attested by text-critical evidence, the two latest phases above are 
a likely explanation for the textual evidence. Text-critically speaking, ַוּיֹאְמרּו ֵעִדים is 
probably a small addition utilizing formulaic language. The problem of continuity be-
tween 24:22 and 23 came into being only after this addition. It is noteworthy that in 
order to solve this variant, the whole textual and editorial history has to be taken 
into account. While text-critical evidence reinforces the problems of continuity re-
lated to the bridge between 24:22–23, a literary-critical observation is useful in set-
ting the background for the text-critical evaluation. 
3.3.2.4 Omission of the Sanctuary (v. 26) 
In 24:26, the most notable variant is at the end of the verse.384 The MT reads that the 
large stone bearing witness to the covenant (24:27) was put under the oak in the 
                                                     
384 Another minor variant in the verse is the different position of Joshua between the OG and the 
MT. While the MT reads  ַ  And Joshua wrote”, the OG text reads καὶ ἔγραψεν “And he“ ַוִּיְכֹּתב ְיהֹוֻׁש
wrote”. Later, the OG reads καὶ ἔστησεν αὐτὸν Ἰησοῦς “And Joshua set it” while the MT only gives the 
verb without mentioning Joshua ַוְיִקיֶמָה ָּׁשם “And he set it up there”. This might be a stylistically moti-
vated change in either one of the traditions. Butler (1983, 265) argues that it is a simplification in the 




sanctuary of YHWH (ְּבִמְקַּדׁש ְיהָוה). The OG text does not mention any shrine or sanc-
tuary, but denotes that the stone was put under the oak which was directly before 
YHWH (ἀπέναντι κυρίου). This difference is another example of a minor variant which 
probably reflects theological motivations behind the scribal work.385 Specifically, Pak-
kala has put forth an argument that the OG text preserves a theologically offensive 
idea “suggesting that YHWH was represented by a statue or other physical ob-
ject.” This idea was assumably already present in the Hebrew Vorlage of OG Josh 
24:26, which read לפני יהוה “before YHWH”. Such an idea is in contradiction with 
many important passages, most notably the Decalogue in Exod 20:4 and Deut 5:8. 
This is the reason why the editors behind the MT, according to Pakkala, omitted the 
physical presence of YHWH by inserting the sanctuary into the text. Pakkala’s argu-
ment is further supported by the usage of the word “sanctuary” (ִמְקָּדׁש) in the MT. A 
sanctuary does not play a role in the current chapter, and the word is not mentioned 
elsewhere in the book of Joshua. Furthermore, Josh 24:1 seems to imply, according 
to Pakkala, that the statue or image of YHWH was standing in the open, and that the 
people could gather in front of it.386 
 The argument set forth by Pakkala is intriguing and possible. However, two 
weaknesses should be noted. First, as Pakkala himself acknowledges, the idea in MT 
Josh 24:26 is also theologically offensive. There are several passages in Deuteronomy 
and 1–2 Kings where holy trees and stones are condemned (e.g. Deut 12:2, 16:21, 2 
Kgs 16:4). In contradiction to those passages, the MT conveys an idea that a stone 
and a tree was a legitimate part of the cult in YHWH’s sanctuary. The text-critical 
argument thus relies on evaluating which theologically offensive idea is more offen-
sive, and proposing a model of how this relative offensiveness was removed by the 
editor. Such reasoning should be explored, but inevitably remains speculative since 
other possible models can also be put forth. Butler, for one, builds an argument from 
theological offensiveness the other way around. The reading ἀπέναντι κυρίου “before 
the Lord” is, according to him, a secondary attempt to specify that the tree was not 
within the sanctuary, since trees are specifically forbidden in Deuteronomy. In this 
way, the OG tradition diminishes the theological problems present in the MT.387 
                                                     
385 For another case, see section 3.3.2.1. 
386 Pakkala 2013, 198. 
387 Nelson (1997, 265) also notes that the change happened in the OG tradition “due to theological 
disquiet over the presence of a sacred tree”. Den Hertog (2011, 655) connects the later specification 
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 A second weakness is related to the assumed Hebrew reading לפני יהוה “before 
YHWH”. It is, first of all, not clear whether this was the reading in the Hebrew Vor-
lage, since ἀπέναντι κυρίου is a rare phrase in the LXX. This is the only occurrence in 
Joshua. It is also questionable whether this reading would have necessarily brought 
to the mind of an ancient Hebrew editor a statue or image of YHWH. If this was the 
case, one would not expect to meet this exact expression 8 times in the book of 
Joshua (Josh 4:13; 6:8, 26; 7:23, 18:6, 8, 10; 19:51). On the contrary, the expression 
could simply be understood in a metaphorical sense, especially for editing of the bib-
lical text that took place at later times. If the proto-MT editor, however, did under-
stand the expression as referring to a physical image of YHWH, one would expect 
that such a diligent editor would have also removed the other theological problems 
in the same verse. This being said, it is also true that the editors do not show the 
same degree of consistency that a modern scholar would expect. 
 Whether or not one subscribes here to explanations relying on perceived the-
ological problems, one cannot escape the notion that ִמְקָּדׁש “the sanctuary” is a for-
eign concept for Josh 24, and the whole book of Joshua for that matter.388 Therefore, 
the expression “in the sanctuary of YHWH" can be regarded as a more problematic 
reading, and thus it might be earlier. The mention of a sanctuary could, in fact, be 
linked with the place name Shechem. There are some indications in the Pentateuch 
that Shechem was imagined at some point as having a sanctuary for YHWH (Gen 
12:6–7, 33:20, 35:1–5).389 Furthermore, a secondary removal of a sanctuary at She-
chem could well be linked to an anti-Samaritan or anti-Northern ideology.390 A He-
brew editor could have wanted to make sure that this important chapter was not 
used to legitimize the holy place of the Samaritans in Shechem. Such a removal would 
have most probably taken place already in the editing of the Hebrew Vorlage of OG 
Josh 24. This possible motivation for an omission is strengthened by the reading pre-
sent in SamJosh that the stone was put “in the place of the sanctuary of YHWH at the 
                                                     
“before the Lord” to a translator who wishes to remove a possible reference to heathen practices, 
since trees in a sanctuary are well-known in the Greek religious realm. 
388 Holmes (1914, 80) notes that the expression is Priestly. The foreignness of a sanctuary in the 
context of Josh 24 is illustrated by the comment of Woudstra (1981, 357), which downplays the phys-
ical interpretation of ִמְקָּדׁש: “One should not think of this holy place as a formal structure but rather 
as a sacred precinct within which a tree could be found.” 
389 Knauf 2008, 199. 
390 See also the variant in section 3.2.2.2. 
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foot of Mt. Gerizim”.391 In this way, SamJosh illustrates that imagining a sanctuary at 
Shechem was indeed easily, through a minor addition, transformable into a Samari-
tan reading. 
 At this point, several variants should probably be explained together. The most 
plausible line of development is: the scene in Josh 24:25–26 was first depicted as 
taking place at Shechem, involving a sanctuary of YHWH and cultic elements that 
were elsewhere forbidden (MT). The scene was later rewritten as taking place in Shi-
loh, in front of the tent of YHWH (Hebrew Vorlage of OG), to harmonize it with earlier 
parts of the book of Joshua, to remove theological problems, and to diminish its im-
portance for the Samaritans. Therefore, the MT probably preserves the earlier ver-
sion in Josh 24:25–26, while the OG reflects later anti-Samaritan corrections probably 
already made to its Hebrew Vorlage. 
 Regardless of which tradition is deemed earlier, documented evidence points 
to the existence of two different settings for the covenant making in Josh 24. The 
setting was arguably earlier in one tradition and secondarily changed in the other; 
nevertheless, the two traditions might have lived concurrently in different commu-
nities. In late Second Temple Judaism, the important covenant scene could have le-
gitimized the aims of various communities with simple textual variants. Thus, the 
possibility that the historical textual growth of Josh 24 may not be modeled as simply 
unilinear, but as having several trajectories in the evolution of the chapter, needs to 
be considered. 
3.3.2.5 Variants Relating to the Stone of Witness (v. 27) 
In verse 24:27, Joshua highlights that the stone mentioned in 24:26 acts as a stone 
of witness against the people when they deal falsely with YHWH. The text is pre-
sented in a much fuller form in the OG than in the MT. Also, the meaning can be 
interpreted differently.  
 The first variants affecting the meaning of the text are the two OG plusses that 
specify the timeframe of things happening in the verse: the witness stone in question 
has heard what YHWH has spoken “today” (σήμερον) and the stone shall be a witness 
when the people speak against YHWH “at the last days” (ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάτων τῶν ἡμερῶν). 
                                                     
391 See section 3.6. 
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The first plus might reflect the Hebrew ַהּיֹום “today” in the Vorlage.392 The second 
plus, in turn, is especially interesting, since it gives the verse an eschatological flavor. 
The expression might reflect a different Hebrew Vorlage, since the phrase  ְּבַאֲחִרית
 at the last days” is well-known elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, especially in“ ַהָּיִמים
the prophetic literature (e.g. Gen 49:1, Hos 3:5, Mic 4:1, Ezek 38:16). The most im-
portant parallel to be mentioned here is Deut 31:29, in which the expression is used 
in a similar setting just before the death of Moses and after Joshua has been desig-
nated as the successor of Moses. 
 The plusses can be explained in two ways. They can be regarded either as ad-
ditions in the OG or its Hebrew Vorlage, or as omissions in the proto-MT editing. 
Following the former solution, Butler proposes that “today” was added because of 
liturgical use.393 Nielsen, on the other hand, regards it a simple harmonization with 
24:15, which also contains the phrase ַהּיֹום “today”.394 That 24:27 was later made to 
refer to 24:15 is possible, since 24:27 refers to the things spoken by YHWH. A sec-
ondarily added connection between 24:27 and 24:15 would increase the coherence 
of the chapter, which would then corroborate that “today” is a secondary addition. 
The plus “at the last days”, in turn, can be seen as a later addition attempting to 
“make the passage relevant to its own time” by utilizing prophetic language.395 The 
scribe would have utilized the parallels already mentioned (most notably Deut 
31:29). The addition would have given the verse an eschatological flavor. Conversely, 
one could also argue for the intentional omission of these plusses in the proto-MT 
editing. The phrase “at the last days”, specifically, could have been omitted by a 
scribe who wanted to highlight the close connection between the stone of witness 
and the book of the law. It could have been perceived that the law should be held as 
a witness for all days, and not just for the last days. From this point of view, “today” 
could have also been regarded as unnecessary, since the law is older than that which 
was spoken “today”.  
                                                     
392 “Today” is restored to the main text, on the basis of the OG, already in the 1905 Biblia Hebraica 
Kittel by Samuel R. Driver. Thus also Boling & Wright 1982, 529. Koopmans (1990, 262) notes that 
“today” fits well with the poetic structure of the verse, creating a parallelism with the latter plus. 
393 Butler 1983, 265.  
394 Nielsen 1955, 108. 
395 Butler 1983, 265.  
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As such, the arguments do not seem decisive regarding the priority of either 
tradition. Plausible motivations can be found to support both directions. However, 
when one looks at the changes at the end of Josh 24:27 discussed earlier in section 
3.3.1 it seems that, in the case of the latter plus “at the last days”, a difference in 
meaning favors the OG as preserving the earlier reading. The reading “and it shall be 
in your midst a witness at the last days whenever you rebel against the Lord my God” 
(OG) is more despairing, since it highlights the possibility of apostasy “at the last 
days”, while the context of Josh 24 underlines the faithfulness of the Israelites. Thus, 
it is possible that the later editor who made the ending of the verse more diluted by 
changing “rebel” (OG) to “deal falsely” (MT) also omitted “at the last days” as part of 
his softening revision. The fuller and more hopeless reading preserved in the OG was 
likely originally created in light of Deut 31:29, whose tone is similar, and which also 
contains the phrase  ֲחִרית ַהָּיִמיםְּבַא , as well as the rare Hebrew poetic noun “words” 
-in its near context (Deut 32:1). This ending of the verse seems to better pre (ִאְמֵרי)
serve an earlier connection to Deuteronomy, and has been made simpler in the 
proto-MT text. If this suggestion is correct, it is more probable, however, that “today” 
has come about as a later corrective addition to the OG. Considering the eschatolog-
ical nature of the verse, a later scribe could have wanted to highlight that the things 
were spoken, and that the covenant was made “today”. 
 Some minor variants remain in 24:27. While in the MT, Joshua speaks to ֶאל־ָּכל־
 all the people”, OG only mentions πρὸς τὸν λαόν “the people”. In the light of“ ָהָעם
verse 24:2, which also reads “all the people”, this reading should probably be pre-
ferred here, especially when the reading in the OG can be explained with an omission 
through homoioteleuton 396.ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם At the end of the verse, the MT reads ֵהיֶכם  ֵּבא
“your God” while the OG reads κυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ μου “the Lord my God”. The reading in 
the OG highlights the authoritative role of Joshua, by attributing the divinity to him 
rather than to the people.397 In Josh 14:8, Caleb uses the same expression when talk-
ing to Joshua. There, it is preserved both in the MT and the OG, and the Hebrew 
phrase יהוה אלהי “YHWH my God” could also be behind the Hebrew Vorlage of OG 
                                                     
396 Thus also Boling & Wright 1982, 532. Koopmans (1990, 261) argues that the MT secondarily makes 
a deliberate inclusion with the beginning of the dialogue in 24:2. This reference to verse 24:2 might, 
however, also be earlier and might even be a literary technique (Wiederaufnahme) with which the 
verse was added to the chapter. 
397 Butler 1983, 265. 
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24:27. An even more interesting parallel is present in Deut 26:3, where a similar var-
iant is preserved between the MT and the OG. In the MT, the words of the priest 
begin with ֶהי  I declare today to YHWH your God” while the OG“ ִהַּגְדִּתי ַהּיֹום ַליהָוה ֱא
reads Ἀναγγέλλω σήμερον κυρίῳ τῷ θεῷ μου “I declare today to the Lord my God”. 
Since the second-person “your God” is the more common phrase in such a context, 
it might be that, in both Deut 26:3 and Josh 24:27, the MT version reflects a second-
ary harmonization of an unusual form to a more common one. Lastly, a secondary 
omission of the tetragrammaton in the MT is likely related to the change of the verb 
towards a “softer” choice; the earlier reading “whenever you rebel against YHWH my 
God” (Hebrew Vorlage of the OG) is more blatant than the later “lest you deal falsely 
with your God” (MT).398 Accordingly, it has been noted that in this instance there 
might be more reason to omit the name of God than to add it for reasons pertaining 
to theological sensitivity.399 
 To sum up, Josh 24:27 is a complicated verse with several textual variants. The 
OG—whose original wording remains tentative—contains two eschatological plusses 
which may or may not have belonged to the earlier text of the verse. The MT, in turn, 
is corrupted by a homoioteleuton, a secondary harmonization of a personal pronoun, 
a change of the verb to better suit the context, and an omission of the tetragramma-
ton. Therefore, while there is uncertainty relating to the two eschatological plusses, 
overall it is safe to follow the OG in Josh 24:27. 
3.3.2.6 Other Minor Variants 
In 24:14, Joshua urges the Israelites to put away the foreign gods that their ancestors 
served beyond the river. While the MT only mentions ִהים  the gods”, the OG“ ֶאת־ֱא
has a plus reading τοὺς θεοὺς τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους “the foreign gods”. The reading in OG is 
related to verse 23, where the MT also reads “the foreign gods” ( ֵהי ַהֵּנָכר-ֶאת ֱא ). This 
connection makes it more probable that the plus in the OG is a secondary harmoniz-
ing addition.400 If the attribute “foreign” reflected a different Vorlage with the desig-
nation ַהֵּנָכר, its secondary omission would be hard to explain. There are no grounds 
                                                     
398 The change of the verb has already been evaluated in section 3.3.1. 
399 Nielsen 1955, 108. 
400 Nielsen 1955, 99; Butler 1983, 264. Den Hertog 2011, 655: “Die Ergänzung τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους stellt 
eine Vorwegnahme der nachfolgenden Erwähnungen fremder Götter in 24,16.20.23 dar.” Overall, in 
verse 24 both the designations נכר and אחר are used for other gods and they are translated in the OG 
as following: ֲאֵחִרים with ἑτέροις (2, 16), ֵנָכר with ἑτέροις (16), and ַהֵּנָכר with τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους (23). 
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for a scribal mistake, nor would an intentional omission make sense, since the attrib-
ute is preserved in v. 23. 
 At the end of 24:15, the OG has as a plus ὅτι ἅγιός ἐστιν “because he is holy”. 
The sentence is connected to verse 19, where both versions read it. There, Joshua 
proclaims that the Israelites will not be able to serve YHWH since he is a holy God 
(LXX ὅτι θεὸς ἅγιός ἐστιν / MT ִהים ְקדִֹׁשים ה-ִּכי ּואֱא ). Koopmans notes that the sentence 
in verse 15 could be an earlier reading, since it makes a connection with verse 19 
“thereby bracketing the answer of the people with a twofold assertion of Yahweh's 
holiness.”401 A literary-critical argument might also support its originality. According 
to several scholars, the motive of the people's inability to serve YHWH (vv. 19–21) is 
likely a secondary insertion in this chapter.402 The editorial technique used in insert-
ing these verses is resumptive repetition which picks up the phrase “we will serve 
YHWH” (ַנֲעבֹד ֶאת־ְיהָוה) from verse 18. If ִהים ְקדִֹׁשים הּוא-ִּכי ֱא  was already present in 
the earlier Hebrew text of verse 15, as attested by the OG version, it would mean 
that the late insertion of 19–21 carries in it yet another repetition. Thus, it would not 
be the case that the OG “gives away the punchline of verse 19”,403 but that the punch-
line of verse 19 was secondarily taken from the earlier text of OG Josh 24:15. It would 
then, further, make sense that the phrase was removed in the proto-MT editing as 
an unnecessary doublet. Similar smoothening out of the traces of earlier redaction 
has already been noted elsewhere in the textual analysis of this chapter. 
 Conversely, one could argue that ὅτι θεὸς ἅγιός ἐστιν is simply a later addition 
to 24:15 taken from 24:19.404 The problem of explaining the development this way is 
related to the content of verse 15. There, Joshua gives YHWH's holiness as a reason 
for him choosing to serve YHWH. If YHWH's holiness was originally introduced as a 
reason that he cannot be served (as in verse 19), it would not make much sense to 
add it to Joshua's pious proclamation in verse 15. If YHWH's holiness was, however, 
originally presented as the reason that Joshua chooses to serve him, the addition of 
                                                     
401 Koopmans 1990, 257. 
402 Noth 1953, 136; Fritz 1994, 246–247; Müller 2004, 217; Aurelius 2008, 100; Rösel 2011, 372. See 
section 4.3.3 for further arguments. 
403 Butler 1983, 264. 
404 Nielsen 1955, 99. 
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YHWH's holiness secondarily in verse 19 would make more sense. It is a way of mak-
ing a demarcation between the God's chosen, Joshua, and the constantly failing peo-
ple. 
 In 24:18, it is remembered how YHWH drove out the inhabitants of the land 
before the Israelites. While the OG reads τὸν Ἀμορραῖον καὶ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη τὰ 
κατοικοῦντα τὴν γῆν “the Amorites and all the people who inhabit the land”, the MT 
has a different order ָהֱאֹמִרי יֵֹׁשב ָהָאֶרץ-ָהַעִּמים ְוֶאת-ָּכל-ֶאת  “all the people and the Amo-
rites who inhabit the land”. The phrase ֶאת־ָּכל־ָהַעִּמים “all the people” is only loosely 
connected to the preceding verses, where the Amorites have been the people living 
in the land (v. 15). Accordingly, several scholars already in early times have seen the 
phrase as a later insertion. This is because it is not necessary to mention the Amorites 
separately, since all the people who inhabited the land are already mentioned.405 
This conclusion is corroborated by the observation that the participle יֵֹׁשב is singular 
without an article, and can therefore only refer to the collective “Amorites”. The in-
sertion of “all the people” might have been made on the basis of the phrase  ּוְבכֹל
 among all the people” in the preceding verse.406 Holmes proposes that the“ ָהַעִּמים
different order between the MT and the OG shows that the phrase was added to the 
MT and later also added to the OG.407  On the other hand, it is also imaginable that 
two different copyists found the phrase in the marginal, and added it to different 
locations in the running text. In any case, the mobility of the phrase is connected to 
it being a later gloss.408 If this is the case, the reading in the OG is likely earlier, since 
it retains the earlier structure of the sentence καὶ ἐξέβαλεν κύριος τὸν Αμορραῖον “and 
the Lord drove out the Amorites” to which “and all the people” has been added. The 
MT represents either an independent insertion of the gloss in the running text or a 
stylistic refinement of the sentence in the OG. 
                                                     
405 Already Dillmann (1886, 587): “...ohne Zweifel Zusatz”. The opinion is also shared by Noth 1953, 
140. 
406 Nielsen 1955, 99. 
407 Holmes 1914, 79. 
408 Koopmans (1990, 257–258) objects to the phrase being a gloss on the basis of an assumed alter-
nating parallelism between vv. 17d and 18. According to him, the LXX does not recognize the poetic 
form and inverts the order “for a syntactically and stylistically smoother reading”. The argument that 
the LXX translator or editor of the Hebrew Vorlage not understanding the poetic structure is not com-




 In verse 24:19, Joshua gives reasons for why the people will not be able to wor-
ship YHWH. One of the reasons, according to the MT, is that “he is a jealous god” ( -ֵאל
 .”God“ ֵאל The OG only reads καὶ ζηλώσας οὗτος “and he is jealous” without .(ַקּנֹוא הּוא
An omission in the OG is probable. As Nielsen notes, the translation equivalent in 
Greek is a free rendering.409 It might be that the translator chose a translation which 
removed the repetition of θεὸς “God”. The translator usually translated both ִהים  ֱא
and ֵאל with θεὸς, and since both words occur here within a short word range, the 
translation choice might aim at a simpler sentence.410 Against this popular explana-
tion, it could be noted that in Exodus and Deuteronomy there are several passages 
where both ִהים ַקּנֹוא-ֵאל and ֱא  occur within a short range of words and the translator 
translates them both using θεός (Exod 20:5, 34:14, Deut 4:24, 5:9, 6:15). Based on this 
observation, one could argue that the OG reflects an earlier Hebrew Vorlage and ֵאל 
has been secondarily added to the MT. However, this explanation is unlikely, because 
when ַקָּנא is used for God in the Hebrew Bible it is always coupled with ֵאל. When 
comparing Josh 24:19 with similar passages in Exodus and Deuteronomy, it should 
also be noted that Josh 24:19 is a unique passage for two reasons. First, Hebrew uti-
lizes the word “jealous” in the form ַקּנֹוא and not ַקָּנא (only other occurrence in Nah 
1:2). Second, the translator utilizes the participle form ζηλώσας and not the more 
common noun ζηλωτὴς.411 This free rendering speaks for a syntactical simplification 
and an omission of the ֵאל in the translation process. 
 In verse 24:24, the people proclaim one last time that they will serve YHWH. 
While the MT reads ֵהינּו ַנֲעבֹד-ֶאת ְיהָוה ֱא  “YHWH our God we will serve” the OG only 
reads Κυρίῳ λατρεύσομεν “YHWH we will serve”. Several scholars follow the OG, 
partly based on the similar expressions used in 24:21–22.412 Accordingly, the element 
ֵהינּו  could be well explained as a secondary addition utilizing common language ֱא
used in the Hebrew Bible. Knauf notes that verse 24:24 parallels with 1 Sam 12:14, in 
                                                     
409 Nielsen 1955, 99. 
410 Koopmans 1990, 258. 
411 MSS 19-376-426 58 secondarily correct the OG participle ζηλώσας to the more common noun 
ζηλωτὴς. 
412 Holmes 1914, 79; Nielsen 1955, 100; Boling & Wright 1982, 531; Butler 1983, 265.  
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that they both employ the expressions “serve” and “hear” YHWH in the same or-
der.413 Therefore, it is interesting that in 1 Sam 12:14 the MT seems to also second-
arily add ֵהיֶכם  after YHWH. This strengthens the idea that formulaic language ֱא
might motivate such additions. Thus, the OG should probably be followed in Josh 
24:24. 
                                                     
413 Knauf 2008, 198. 
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3.4 Josh 24:28–33: Text and Apparatus 
MT (BHS) OG 




And Joshua sent the people away,  
 
each to his inheritance. 
28 καὶ ἀπέστειλεν Ἰησοῦς τὸν λαόν,  
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν  
ἕκαστος εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτοῦ.  
 
And Iesous sent the people away,  
and they went  
each to his place. 
 29 καὶ ἐλάτρευσεν ᾿Ισραὴλ τῷ κυρίῳ  
πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας Ἰησοῦ  
καὶ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας  
τῶν πρεσβυτέρων, ὅσοι ἐφείλκυσαν  
τὸν χρόνον μετὰ Ἰησοῦ  
καὶ ὅσοι εἴδοσαν  
πάντα τὰ ἔργα κυρίου,  
ὅσα ἐποίησεν τῷ ᾿Ισραήλ. 
 
And Israel served the Lord  
all the days of Iesous 
and all the days  
of the elders who outlived Joshua  
and who had seen  
all the works of the Lord  
that he did for Israel. 
  ָהֵאֶּלה ַהְּדָבִרים ַאֲחֵרי ַוְיִהי 29
ַ  ַוָּיָמת   ִּבן־נּון ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ְיהָוה ֶעֶבד
 ָׁשִנים ָוֶעֶׂשר ֵמָאהֶּבן־
 
And it happened after these things  
that died Joshua son of Nun, 
the servant of YHWH 
one hundred ten years old.  
30 Καὶ ἐγένετο μετ᾿ ἐκεῖνα  
καὶ ἀπέθανεν Ἰησοῦς υἱὸς Ναυὴ  
δοῦλος κυρίου  
ἑκατὸν δέκα ἐτῶν. 
 
And it happened afterwards 
that died Iesous son of Naue, 
the servant of the Lord 
at one hundred ten years. 
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  ֹאתֹו ַוִּיְקְּברּו 30
  ַנֲחָלתֹו ִּבְגבּול
  ְּבִתְמַנת־ֶסַרח
  ְּבַהר־ֶאְפָרִים ֲאֶׁשר
 ְלַהר־ָּגַעׁש ִמְּצפֹון
 
And they buried him  
at the borders in his inheritance  
in Timnath-serah, which is at Mount Ephraim 
north of Mount Gaash. 
31 καὶ ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν  
πρὸς τοῖς ὁρίοις τοῦ κλήρου αὐτοῦ  
ἐν Θαμναθασαχαρα  
ἐν τῷ ὄρει τῷ ᾿Εφράιμ 
ἀπὸ βορρᾶ τοῦ ὄρους Γαάς·  
 
And they buried him  
at the borders of his inheritance  
in Thamnathasachara, which is at Mount Ephraim,  
north of Mount Gaas. 
 31a ἐκεῖ ἔθηκαν μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ εἰς τὸ μνῆμα,  
εἰς ὃ ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν ἐκεῖ,  
τὰς μαχαίρας τὰς πετρίνας,  
ἐν αἷς περιέτεμεν  
τοὺς υἱοὺς ᾿Ισραὴλ ἐν Γαλγάλοις,  
ὅτε ἐξήγαγεν αὐτοὺς ἐξ Αἰγύπτου,  
καθὰ συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς κύριος,  
καὶ ἐκεῖ εἰσιν ἕως τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας. 
 
There they put with him into the tomb  
in which they buried him,  
the flint knives with which he circumcised  
the sons of Israel in Galgala,  
when he led them out of Egypt,  
as the Lord instructed them,  
and there they are until this very day.  
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַוַּיֲעבֹד 31
ַ  ְיֵמי ּכֹל   ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ַהְּזֵקִנים ְיֵמי ְוכֹל
  ָיִמים ֶהֱאִריכּו ֲאֶׁשר
ַ  ַאֲחֵרי   ָיְדעּו ַוֲאֶׁשר ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ְיהָוה ָּכל־ַמֲעֵׂשה ֵאת
 ְלִיְׂשָרֵאל ָעָׂשה ֲאֶׁשר
 
And Israel served YHWH 
all the days of Joshua 
and all the days of the elders  
who outlived Joshua  
and who had known all the works of YHWH  
that he did for Israel.  
 
24:31 τοῦ κλήρου] τῆς κληρονομίας O–G 108 15-58-85mg | Γαάς] του γαλααδ E–120 56 | OG reading om. 
 .witnessed also by several Kennicott (1785, 109) mss ֲאֶׁשר
24:31a om ἐκεῖ 2° 19 75 55 58-72; ἐξ] εκ γης L–44; εκ της 56 
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  יֹוֵסף ְוֶאת־ַעְצמֹות 32
  ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֶהֱעלּוֲאֶׁשר־
  ִמִּמְצַרִים
  ִבְׁשֶכם ָקְברּו
  ַהָּׂשֶדה ְּבֶחְלַקת
  ַיֲעקֹב ָקָנה ֲאֶׁשר
  ֲחמֹורְּבֵני־ ֵמֵאת
  ְׁשֶכםֲאִבי־
  ְקִׂשיָטה ְּבֵמָאה
 ְלַנֲחָלה יֹוֵסףִלְבֵני־ ַוִּיְהיּו
 
And the bones of Joseph,  
which the Israelites had brought  
up from Egypt,  
they buried at Shechem 
in the portion of the field 
that Jacob had bought  
from the children of Hamor,  
the father of Shechem,  
for one hundred pieces of money.  
It was an inheritance to the children of Joseph. 
32 καὶ τὰ ὀστᾶ ᾿Ιωσὴφ  
ἀνήγαγον οἱ υἱοὶ ᾿Ισραὴλ  
ἐξ Αἰγύπτου  
καὶ κατώρυξαν ἐν Σικίμοις  
ἐν τῇ μερίδι τοῦ ἀγροῦ,  
οὗ ἐκτήσατο ᾿Ιακὼβ  
παρὰ τῶν Ἀμορραίων  
τῶν κατοικούντων ἐν Σικίμοις  
ἀμνάδων ἑκατὸν  
καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτὴν ᾿Ιωσὴφ ἐν μερίδι. 
 
And the bones of Joseph,  
the Israelites brought up 
from Egypt, 
they buried at Sikima,  
in the portion of the field  
that Jacob had bought  
from the Amorites,  
living in Sikima, 
for one hundred lambs. 




  ְּבִגְבַעת ֹאתֹו ַוִּיְקְּברּו ֵמת
  ְּבנֹו ִּפיְנָחס




And Eleazar son of Aaron  
died and they buried him at Gibeah,  
of Phinehas his son, 
which had been given him  
in Mount Ephraim. 
33 Καὶ ἐγένετο μετὰ ταῦτα  
καὶ Ἐλεαζὰρ 
υἱὸς Ἀαρὼν ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς 
ἐτελεύτησεν καὶ ἐτάφη ἐν Γαβαὰθ  
Φινεὲς τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ,  
ἣν ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ  
ἐν τῷ ὄρει τῷ Ἐφράιμ. 
 
And it happened after these things  
that Eleazar son of Aaron, the high priest, 
died and was buried in Gabaath,  
of Phinees his son,  
which he gave him  
in Mount Ephraim. 
24:32 ἀνήγαγον] pr α Ma | ἐξ] εκ γης 54´ 









 33a ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ  
λαβόντες οἱ υἱοὶ Ἰσραήλ  
τὴν κιβωτὸν τοῦ θεοῦ  
περιεφέροσαν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς,  
καὶ Φινεὲς ἱεράτευσεν  
ἀντὶ Ἐλεαζὰρ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ,  
ἕως ἀπέθανεν καὶ κατωρύγη  
ἐν Γαβαὰθ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ. 
 
On that day  
the Israelites took 
the ark of God  
and carried it in their midst.  
And Phinees served as priest  
instead of Eleazar his father  
until he died and was buried  
in Gabaath which was his own. 
 33b οἱ δὲ υἱοὶ ᾿Ισραὴλ ἀπήλθοσαν  
ἕκαστος εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτῶν  
καὶ εἰς τὴν ἑαυτῶν πόλιν.  
καὶ ἐσέβοντο οἱ υἱοὶ ᾿Ισραὴλ  
τὴν Ἀστάρτην καὶ Ἀσταρὼθ  
καὶ τοὺς θεοὺς τῶν ἐθνῶν  
τῶν κύκλῳ αὐτῶν·  
καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς κύριος  
εἰς χεῖρας Ἐγλὼμ τῷ βασιλεῖ Μωάβ,  
καὶ ἐκυρίευσεν αὐτῶν ἔτη δέκα ὀκτώ. 
 
And the Israelites departed  
each to their places  
and to their cities.  
And the Israelites started to worship  
Astarte and Astaroth  
and the gods of the nations  
that surrounded them.  
And the Lord gave them  
into the hands of Eglom, the king of Moab,  
and he dominated them for eighteen years.  
24:33a κιβωτὸν] + της (om 121) διαθηκης 44´ C M–15 56 | ἑαυτοῖς] pr τω ι λ 120; τω ι λ 19 44 15-52-57-
85txt-130-344txt; αυτοις εν τω ι λ 376; τοις υιοις ι λ L–44 314 | ἑαυτοῦ 120 A-121 15] εαυτων B 376; αυτων 
L–44; αυτου rel Ma 




3.4.1 Text-Critical Analysis of the OG 
24:28 The replacement of ἀπέστειλεν with εξαπεστειλεν in some MSS is probably a 
secondary development due to the parallel verse in Judg 2:6 or the similar verse in 
Josh 22:6. The usual equivalent for sending people away in Joshua is ἀποστέλλω with-
out the prefix (e.g. Josh 7:2, 22; 8:3, 9). A similar replacement has taken place in MS 
58, in which the common verb reflected also in Judg 2:6 has motivated a change from 
ἐπορεύθησαν to απηλθον. Both 85 and 344 contain πόλις instead of τόπος as a marginal 
reading. The Old Latin reading might reflect a different Greek text, and will be dis-
cussed in section 3.4.2.4. 
 
24:29 In the OG, verse 29 is situated in a different location than in the MT (24:31).  
O–G 108 secondarily follows the order of the MT. 
 
24:30 The readings preserved in MSS 19 376 426 are once again best explained as 
secondary developments bringing the text closer to the Hebrew text. 
 
24:31 The Greek τῆς κληρονομίας in O–G 108 15-58-85mg might be a secondary harmo-
nization with the parallel verse in Judg 2:9. 
 B, together with 129 and 56, deviate from the reading “mount Gaash” in the 
majority text, by reading that it was the mountain of γαλααδ “Gilead”. One could 
argue that the OG read “mount Gilead” and that this reading was later corrected 
towards the MT. While this is the only mention of Gaash in Joshua, Gilead is a very 
common place name (e.g. Josh 22). However, since this is the only mention of Gaash 
in Joshua, while Gilead, on the other hand, is a very common place name (e.g. Josh 
22), it is more likely that Gilead is a later harmonizing replacement of Gaash with a 
more common place name. 
 
24:31a Most of the Greek MSS read ἐξ Αἰγύπτου “from Egypt”, while the majority of 
the Antiochene witnesses read ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου “from the land of Egypt”. This is a 
hard reading to evaluate, since the verse has no counterpart in the MT. Normally, ἐξ 
Αἰγύπτου is used as a translation equivalent for the Hebrew ִמִּמְצַרִים while ἐκ γῆς 





Josh 24:6  MT ִמִּמְצַרִים  OG ἐξ Αἰγύπτου 
Josh 24:17  MT ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים OG ἐξ Αἰγύπτου414  
Josh 24:32  MT ִמִּמְצַרִים  OG ἐξ Αἰγύπτου415 
  
The closest parallel to the reading in verse 24:31a is found in Deut 29:24 ὅτε ἐξήγαγεν 
αὐτοὺς ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου “when he brought them out of the land of Egypt”, where it is 
a translation of ֹוִציאֹו ֹאָתם ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצָרִיםְּבה . Thus, it is possible that the translator of OG 
Josh 24:31a had a similar reading in his Vorlage and he translated it with ἐκ γῆς 
Αἰγύπτου, which is preserved in L. The majority reading ἐξ Αἰγύπτου could be ex-
plained as a harmonization in the light of the three other occurrences in Josh 24. 
Hence it is possible that L preserves the earliest reading here. Based on the next 
verse, however, it could be argued that L text has a stylistic tendency to secondarily 
add the element γῆς. Since this is a relatively minor variation which could easily hap-
pen at any point of copying of the text, the question remains open. 
 
24:32 Here again, two L MSS give the reading ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου instead of the majority 
reading ἐξ Αἰγύπτου. See the notes of the preceding verse. 
 Margolis adds the relative pronoun, creating the reading ἃ ἀνήγαγον “which 
was brought”, attested only by the Ethiopic translation and the Syrohexapla. How-
ever, the pronoun should probably rather be explained as a later revision towards 
the Hebrew ֲאֶׁשר־ֶהֱעלּו “which they brought”. It should not be included in the OG, as 
is the case in the edition by Rahlfs. 
 
24:33 The substitution of ἀρχιερεὺς with ἱερεὺς in the L group and some other MSS is 
probably a correction towards the more common title ἱερεὺς “priest” of Aaron. The 
title is missing altogether from the MT. However, in MT Josh 22:13 the title of Eleazar 
is ַהּכֵֹהן which the OG translated with the rare ἀρχιερεὺς. In 22:13, there is a wide-
spread secondary correction toward the more common ἱερεύς attested in MSS 120 
O–G 108 54´-314 55-82-121 M–56 58. Therefore, the secondary change towards ἱερεὺς in 
                                                     
414 There several MSS, most prominently from C and O groups, that give ἐκ γῆς in 24:17. There, how-
ever, it is clearly a correction towards the Hebrew text. 
415 However, two Antiochene MSS also give there the reading ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου. 
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24:33 might also be related to this reading. The originality of ἀρχιερεὺς is corrobo-
rated by the notion that it is a rare translation equivalent. Everywhere else in the LXX 
the title of Eleazar or Aaron is ἱερεὺς. 
 
24:33a The secondary addition of της διαθηκης is based on idiomatic language, and 
must be relatively early since it is widely attested in the MS groups. Some MS specify 
that the ark was carried among the Israelites. Four L MSS repeat the expression “sons 
of Israel” at this point. 
 
24:33b Rahlfs follows the MSS that omit the second article τὴν Ἀστάρτην καὶ Ασταρωθ 
“(the) Astarte and Astaroth”. Most of the manuscripts, and the edition by Margolis, 
however, read also the second article (τὴν Ἀστάρτην καὶ τὴν Ασταρωθ “[the] Astarte 
and [the] Astaroth”). Den Hertog notes that a congruence with the following expres-
sion speaks for the originality of the second article (τὴν Ἀστάρτην καὶ τὴν Ασταρωθ ... 
τοὺς θεοὺς τῶν ἐθνῶν).416 However, it is more likely that the OG did not have the sec-
ond article, since its addition can be explained as an attempt to make the Greek text 
better. The congruence is more likely a secondary development. 
3.4.2 Evaluation between the OG and the MT 
3.4.2.1 Relationship with Judg 2:6–9 
In the text-critical analysis of the last verses in Josh 24, the existing parallel version 
in Judg 2:6–9 should also be considered, since it offers additional documented evi-
dence for the textual growth of this pericope. The complex relationship between 








                                                     






OG Josh  
24:28–31   
MT Judg  
2:6–9  
OG Judg  
2:6–9417 
  ַוְיַׁשַּלח  28






28 καὶ ἀπέστειλεν  
Ἰησοῦς  
τὸν λαόν  
καὶ ἐπορεύθησαν  
ἕκαστος  
 
εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτοῦ.  
 ַוְיַׁשַּלח 6








6 Καὶ ἐξαπέστειλεν  
Ἰησοῦς  
τὸν λαόν  
καὶ ἀπῆλθαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ἰσραήλ 
ἕκαστος418 
εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ καὶ419 
εἰς τὴν κληρονομίαν αὐτοῦ 




29 καὶ ἐλάτρευσεν  
Ἰσραήλ τῷ κυρίῳ  
πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας Ἰησοῦ  
καὶ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας  
τῶν πρεσβυτέρων,  
ὅσοι ἐφείλκυσαν  
τὸν χρόνον μετὰ Ἰησοῦ  
καὶ ὅσοι εἴδοσαν 
πάντα τὰ ἔργα 
κυρίου  
ὅσα ἐποίησεν τῷ Ἰσραήλ 
 ַוַּיַעְבדּו 7
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ָהָעם 
ַ  ְיֵמי ּכֹל  ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ְיֵמי ְוכֹל
 ַהְּזֵקִנים
 ָיִמים ֶהֱאִריכּו ֲאֶׁשר
ַ  ַאֲחֵרי  ְיהֹוֻׁש
 ָראּו ֲאֶׁשר
 ְיהָוה ָּכל־ַמֲעֵׂשה ֵאת
 ָעָׂשה ֲאֶׁשר ַהָּגדֹול
 ְלִיְׂשָרֵאל
7 καὶ ἐδούλευσεν  
ὁ λαὸς τῷ κυρίῳ  
πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας Ἰησοῦ  
καὶ πάσας τὰς ἡμέρας  
τῶν πρεσβυτέρων,  
ὅσοι ἐμακροημέρευσαν  
μετὰ Ἰησοῦν,  
ὅσοι ἔγνωσαν  
πᾶν τὸ ἔργον  
κυρίου τὸ μέγα 
ὃ ἐποίησεν τῷ Ἰσραήλ. 
  ַאֲחֵרי ַוְיִהי  29
 ָהֵאֶּלה ַהְּדָבִרים
ַ  ַוָּיָמת   ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ִּבן־נּון
30 Καὶ ἐγένετο  
μετ᾿ ἐκεῖνα  








καὶ ἐτελεύτησεν Ἰησοῦς  
υἱὸς Ναυὴ 
                                                     
417 The textual history of LXX Judges is complex. The B and A texts, printed in parallel columns in the 
edition of Rahlfs, differ considerably. The majority of scholars now hold that there was an OG which 
all the manuscript evidence derives from. The B-text contains a strong Kaige revision, and the A-text 
and the Antiochene manuscripts are often seen as the best representatives of the OG. In any case, all 
readings have to be assessed individually. The Göttingen edition is still under preparation in Madrid 
by José Manuel Cañas Reíllo. For helpful resources on LXX Judges see, for example, Schreiner 1957, 
Bodine 1980, and Dogniez 2016. In the text cited above, only Judg 2:6 contains significant variants. 
418 Here I follow the A and majority reading. B reads καὶ ἦλθεν ἀνὴρ. ἀνὴρ is a typical Kaige-feature 
for ִאיׁש. It is likely that the singular ἦλθεν has come about secondarily influenced by the Kaige reading. 
Some manuscripts read ἐπορεύθησαν, probably harmonizing towards the reading in Josh 24:28. 
419 The doublette εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ καὶ is marked with an obelos in the Syrohexapla. However, it is 
found in majority of the manuscripts and its omission is attested only by manuscripts A 58 426. Since 
the phrase is more likely a Greek doublette and does not witness to a differing Hebrew Vorlage, I do 





 ָׁשִנים ָוֶעֶׂשר 






δοῦλος κυρίου  
υἱὸς ἑκατὸν  
δέκα ἐτῶν. 








31 αὶ ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν  
πρὸς τοῖς ὁρίοις420 
τοῦ κλήρου αὐτοῦ  
ἐν Θαμναθασαχαρὰ  
 
ἐν τῷ ὄρει τῷ Ἐφράιμ  
ἀπὸ βορρᾶ  
τοῦ ὄρους Γάας· 








9 καὶ ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν  
ἐν ὁρίῳ  
τῆς κληρονομίας αὐτοῦ  
ἐν Θαμναθάρες  
 
ἐν ὄρει Ἐφράιμ 
ἀπὸ βορρᾶ  
τοῦ ὄρους Γάας. 
  ַוַּיֲעבֹד 31
  ִיְׂשָרֵאל
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה
ַ  ְיֵמי ּכֹל   ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ַהְּזֵקִנים ְיֵמי ְוכֹל
 ֶהֱאִריכּו ֲאֶׁשר
 ַאֲחֵרי ָיִמים
 ַ  ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ָיְדעּו ַוֲאֶׁשר
 ָּכל־ַמֲעֵׂשה ֵאת





 31a ἐκεῖ ἔθηκαν  
μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ  
εἰς τὸ μνῆμα,  
εἰς ὃ ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν ἐκεῖ,  
τὰς μαχαίρας 
τὰς πετρίνας,  
ἐν αἷς περιέτεμεν  
τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραήλ  
ἐν Γαλγάλοις,  
ὅτε ἐξήγαγεν αὐτοὺς  
ἐξ Αἰγύπτου,  
  
                                                     




καθὰ συνέταξεν αὐτοῖς  
κύριος, καὶ ἐκεῖ εἰσιν  
ἕως τῆς σήμερον 
ἡμέρας. 
3.4.2.2 Transposition in the MT (OG 24:29, MT 24:31) 
The first striking difference between the four versions is the different sequence in 
MT Josh. The last verse in MT Josh (24:31) is situated after Joshua's death and burial. 
As a contrast, in all the other witnesses it is placed before as the second verse. In 
terms of content, this verse highlights people’s fidelity to YHWH during not only Josh-
ua's lifetime but also during the lifetime of the elders that outlived Joshua and knew 
of YHWH's deeds. 
 Overall, this verse seems to be better suited in the context of Joshua than 
Judges, and it probably originated there. The main structure of Josh 24 is a dialogue 
between Joshua and the people, in which the question of loyalty to YHWH is central. 
This dialogue ends with a triple promise by the people to serve only YHWH (24:18–
20, 21, and 24). In this verse, the realization of this promise is narrated. The vocabu-
lary used in the verse is drawn from earlier verses in Josh 24, which corroborates the 
argument that the verse was originally created for chapter 24: the verb עבד “to 
serve” is central to the earlier narrative (24:2, 14, 20), ַהְּזֵקִנים “the elders” are men-
tioned again (24:1), the people are referred to as ִיְׂשָרֵאל “Israel” (24:1) and not ָעם 
“the people” as in Judg 2:6, and the theme of YHWH doing deeds for the people is 
repeated at the end of the verse (24:5, 7, 17). In the context of Judges, conversely, 
this verse is in contradiction with the context and especially the preceding verses, 
e.g. Judg 2:2, which recalls the infidelity of the Israelites. Moreover, in Judg 2:1–5 an 
angel of the Lord is the speaker, while in verse 2:6 Joshua is abruptly introduced as 
the subject. 
 A more complicated question is whether the more original location for this 
verse was before (OG) or after (MT) Joshua's death has been narrated. The main nar-
rative of Joshua's speech and his dialogue with the people is in verses 24:1–28, while 
verses 29–33 deal with the burials of four key figures (Joshua, Joseph, Eleazar, and 
Phinehas in the OG). OG Josh 24:29, emphasizing the realization of the people’s fi-
delity to YHWH, is more connected with the former entity. Therefore, OG Josh 24:29 
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can be seen as a realization and conclusion to the dialogue in 24:1–28 created by the 
original author or a redactor.421 In OG Josh 24 this function is preserved, since the 
verse directly follows the dialogue. The order preserved in OG Josh and both versions 
of Judges is then probably earlier, and the sequence in MT Josh is secondary.422 The 
argument for the secondarity of the MT sequence is strengthened by a comparison 
with the sequence of events in Deut 34, where the death of Moses is narrated. The 
sequence of events is similar to that of MT Josh 24. First, Moses dies and is buried 
(Deut 34:5–6, Josh 24:29–30), and then the fidelity of the Israelites after the death 
of Moses is narrated (Deut 34:9, MT Josh 24:31). Thus, it seems that the order in MT 
Joshua reflects harmonization with the account of Moses’ death. The sequence may 
have been adjusted to make the ending of Josh 24 correspond more closely with Deut 
34. This could be seen as an attempt to derive more authority from the figure of 
Moses.423 
 Contrary to this suggestion, Nelson defended in his commentary the order of 
the MT as the earlier one. According to him, the verse was originally given after 
Joshua’s death and burial as a summary of his accomplishments for the Israelites. 
The argument relies on two clues. First, the introduction to Joshua’s death in OG 
24:30 Καὶ ἐγένετο μετ᾿ ἐκεῖνα “and it happened after this”, according to Nelson, 
makes no sense in the OG since he regards it as a reference to Josh 24:28. However, 
this is not clear, and the phrase could be seen rather as a reference to the preceding 
section as a whole. This is seen especially in the MT, and the probable Hebrew Vor-
lage of the OG, which repeats the phrase ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה from Josh 24:26. Second, ac-
cording to Nelson, the two different orders fit well into their respective contexts. In 
Judges, the key issue is the question of loyalty and apostasy, which is the reason that 
the topic is raised immediately after the people has been dismissed and before 
                                                     
421 The nature of the verse as a positive conclusion to the dialogue is also reflected in the comments 
of Woudstra 1981, 360. 
422 Thus also Schulz 1924, 76; Boling & Wright 1982, 541; Rofé 1982, 22; Auld 1998, 81. Contra, for 
example, O'Brien (1990, 81) who argues that LXX Josh 24 secondarily changes the sequence due to 
the sequence in Judg 2:6–7. His argument relies on the literary-critical assumption that in the original 
text of the DtrH there was no assembly or dismissal, but only verses MT Josh 24:29–31. This does not 
seem probable, since MT Josh 24:31 probably owes its content to Josh 24:1–28. Jericke (1996, 353) 
agrees that the order in Judges is original since it is, according to him, historically more plausible. He 
argues, however, that OG Joshua secondarily mimics the order in Judges. 
423 For the depiction of Joshua as a second Moses in Josh 24, see Römer 2010, 97. Rofé (1982, 23) 
argues that the MT relocation was made because a scribe perceived that the verse dealt primarily 
with the times of the elders after the death of Joshua. The sequence was thus made more logical. 
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Joshua has died. Nelson argues that OG Josh secondarily followed Judges, and chose 
this order because it better fits the larger canonical story and is more chronologi-
cal.424 In the light of the nature of the OG translation of Joshua, this explanation is 
harder to accept. The translator would probably not override the order of his Hebrew 
Vorlage in the light of the text of Judges. Moreover, the chronological and canonical 
benefits of relocating the verse do not seem so obvious that an editor of the Hebrew 
Vorlage would have done it. 
 In any case, the documented evidence reveals that MT Josh 24:31 is a loose 
and flexible verse. It can be located in various places in different contexts. Whether 
one deems the order in the MT or the OG of Joshua to be the more original, the verse 
has been freely transposed in several stages of editing the text. This hints towards 
the secondary nature of the verse. Thus, in literary and redaction criticism the verse 
should probably be evaluated as belonging to the later developmental stages of the 
text. I will return to this issue in the discussion of the book transition from Joshua to 
Judges.425 
 The order of the verses and the relocation of the faithfulness verse is also con-
nected to the different beginnings of the next verse, which reports the death of 
Joshua (MT Josh 24:29, OG Josh 24:30, and Judg 2:8). Here MT and OG Josh have 
introductory words before the actual death is narrated.426 One could argue that the 
earliest reading is attested in Judges, since there the introductory formula is missing 
altogether. The introductory formula would then have been secondarily added when 
the death of Joshua was secondarily reported in the context of Josh 24. However, 
since the passage in Judges seems to be a secondary adaption of the death and burial 
of Joshua, it is perhaps more likely that the introductory formula in OG and MT Josh 
represents the earliest reading, through which the death account was originally 
linked with the rest of Josh 24. As mentioned above, the link was made by repeating 
the phrase ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה from Josh 24:26 in the introductory formula. The absence of 
                                                     
424 Nelson 1997, 278–284. 
425 See section 4.3.5. 
426 According to Rofé (1982, 23) the words Καὶ ἐγένετο μετ᾿ ἐκεῖνα “and it happened after this” in OG 
Josh cannot be a translation of the Hebrew ַוְיִהי ַאֲחֵרי ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה “and it happened after these things” 
in MT Josh. In the LXX, this expression can only be found in Gen 6:4 (καὶ μετ᾿ ἐκεῖνο) where it is trans-
lated from the Hebrew ַאֲחֵרי־ֵכן. The Vorlage of OG Josh then, according to Rofé, read ויהי אחרי כן. 
However, this is not clear, since the OG translator may have read the introductory formula in the MT 




the introductory formula in Judges can further be explained as an intentional omis-
sion due to the new context: in the context of Joshua, the introduction was needed 
to link the dialogue part (OG 24:1–29) with the death and burial notices (OG 24:30ff.). 
In Judges, this link was no longer needed.427 
 To sum up, the most plausible development here is as follows. The text-criti-
cally earliest ending for the covenant scene is preserved in OG Josh 24:28–29. At 
some point in the development of the text, the death and burial notice of Joshua (OG 
Josh 24:30–31) was linked with the covenant scene. A sign of this linkage is preserved 
in the introductory formula in the OG and MT Josh (“and it happened after these 
things”).428 Judg 2:6–9 secondarily adapted the Hebrew Vorlage of OG Josh 24:28–
31 into a new context, in which the verse reporting the fidelity of the people was 
contrasted with the infidelity of the new generations (Judg 2:10).429 Due to this de-
pendence, both OG Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6–9 preserve the earliest sequence of 
the pericope. Furthermore, MT Josh 24:28–31 reflects a secondary reworking of the 
sequence of events. This reworking might have been prompted by an editorial motive 
to better integrate the death and burial notice(s) with the verse reporting the fidelity 
of the Israelites after the “days of Joshua”. It might have also been influenced by a 
harmonization with the death and burial account of Moses. This is an intriguing op-
tion since, in the textual evidence, there are also other editorial developments be-
hind MT Josh 24 that aim at emphasizing the role of Moses. 
3.4.2.3 Nomistic Editing Related to the Circumcision (vv. 31a, 21:42d, 
5:2–9) 
The most notable variant in these verses is the long plus OG Josh 24:31a, which is not 
present in the MT. Many scholars have noted that this plus needs to be explained 
                                                     
427 Noort (1993, 114) argues that the introductory formula was omitted in Judges because of the 
different function of the verse. In Joshua, the death notice was given as a conclusion, and this is why 
an introduction was originally needed. In Judges, the previous verse 2:6 has a new programmatic 
meaning compared to 24:28, preparing the people for the conquest of the land, and the introductory 
formula was thus not needed. 
428 The death and burial account of Joshua may have originally been a part of some other literary 
whole, but when the covenant scene in Josh 24 was developed, the death of Joshua was linked at the 
end of this scene. See 4.3. 
429 That Judg 2:6–9 is a later adaptation is also seen in several secondary textual developments that 
are analyzed below in section 3.4.2.5. 
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together with two other passages; namely, the similar plus in Josh 21:42d (“And Ie-
sous took the flint knives with which he circumcised the sons of Israel born on the 
way in the wilderness, and he put them in Thamnasarach.” [NETS]) and with the com-
plicated circumcision account in Josh 5:2–9.430 The circumcision of the Israelites by 
Joshua at Gilgal and the flint knives used for this circumcision are the central themes 
in these passages. Since there are two similar plusses in the OG (24:31a, 21:42d) that 
are closely related to the rewriting in 5:4–6, these differences should not be ex-
plained as merely unintentional scribal errors.431 Someone has intentionally changed 
things. 
 Earlier I have concluded that the translator of the OG should not be credited 
with radical editorial intrusions. Here, however, many scholars have suggested such 
activity, and it should therefore be considered as a theoretical solution for the text-
critical problems. Thus, there are three possible explanations for what may have hap-
pened to the texts: (1) the MT is mostly original, and the translator of OG has rewrit-
ten 5:4–6 and made two additions to Josh 21 and 24, (2) the MT is mostly original, 
and the rewriting and the additions reflected in the OG took place already in the 
Hebrew Vorlage, or (3) the OG is mostly original, and an editor rewrote 5:4–6 and 
omitted the plusses in Josh 21 and 24 in the proto-MT phase. The third option is most 
probable, as is revealed by a closer analysis of the relevant textual differences.432  
 It is helpful to begin the analysis with a closer look at Josh 5:2–9, and especially 
the rewriting in 5:4–5, then briefly turn to verse 21:42d, and finally consider the plus 








                                                     
430 See, for example, Holmes 1914, 72 and Greenspoon 2005, 239–240. 
431 Thus also Boling & Wright 1982, 189. 
432 Steuernagel (1900, 167–168) already argued that the LXX preserves earlier readings in Josh 5. 
Scholars arguing for the general priority of OG in these verses are, for example, Holmes 1914, 9–10; 
Boling & Wright 1982, 193; Mazor 1994, 36; and Nelson 1997, 71–82. 
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MT (Josh 5:2–9) OG (Josh 5:2–9) 
  ַהִהיא ָּבֵעת 2
ַ  ְיהָוה ָאַמר  ֶאל־ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ַחְרבֹות ְל ֲעֵׂשה
 ֻצִרים




At that time,  
YHWH said to Joshua: 
“Make flint knives  
 
and circumcise again  
the Israelites 
a second time.” 
2 Ὑπὸ δὲ τοῦτον τὸν καιρὸν  
εἶπεν κύριος τῷ Ἰησοῖ 
Ποίησον σεαυτῷ μαχαίρας  
ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόμου433 
καὶ καθίσας περίτεμε  
τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραήλ. 
434 
 
At that time,  
the Lord said to Iesous: 
“Make flint knives  
out of sharp rock 
and sit down to circumcise  
the Israelites.” 
ַ  ־לֹוַוַּיַעׂש 3   ְיהֹוֻׁש
 ֻצִרים ַחְרבֹות




3 καὶ ἐποίησεν Ἰησοῦς  
μαχαίρας πετρίνας ἀκροτόμους 
καὶ περιέτεμεν τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραήλ  
ἐπὶ τοῦ καλουμένου τόπου435  
Βουνὸς τῶν ἀκροβυστιῶν 
(καὶ ἔθηκεν θιμωνιὰς άκροβυστίων)436 
                                                     
433 B reads μαχαίρας πετρίνας ἐκ πέτρας ἀκροτόμου. The more literal πετρίνας is probably a secondary 
interpolation from the next verse, where it is used for the same Hebrew ַחְרבֹות, as Margolis argued in 
his critical edition. Greenspoon (1983, 62–63) and Tov (1999e, 53) also agree. The OG reading without 
the πετρίνας is found in the A-text and MSS 19-426 29-82-121. Two MSS (44 72) omit ἐκ πέτρας which 
is a later development bringing the text closer to the MT. 
434 The OG reading, which does not have an equivalent for ֵׁשִנית is preserved in MSS B 19 407 and Old 
Latin. Most of the Greek witnesses in all MS groups add ἐκ δευτέρου, but this is probably a development 
towards the ֵׁשִנית in MT. The OG did not have this element, and it may well be a later explanatory gloss 
from the hands of a Hebrew editor. The secondarity of this element is corroborated by the notion that 
it was also probably missing from 4QJosha, whose reconstruction does not leave room for the word 
(Ulrich 1995, 147). It may have come about in the proto-MT editing. The verb ׁשּוב in ְּבֵני-ְוׁשּוב ֹמל ֶאת-
 is ambivalent, and a later editor could have wanted to secure its usage by adding an explanatory ִיְׂשָרֵאל
-at the end. This interpretative addition (“the second time”) stressed the importance of the cir ֵׁשִנית
cumcision being performed right before entering the Promised Land. This ambivalence is also evident 
by the Greek translator’s translation equivalent καθίσας “sit down”. This probably reflects the transla-
tor’s context; it was an Egyptian practice to perform circumcisions in a sitting position. This practice is 
evidenced by e.g. a relief from Sakkarah (Pritchard 1954, no. 629). As a reservation regarding this 
piece of evidence, it should be noted that this relief, coming from the 23rd century BCE, is temporally 
far away from the translator’s time. This, however, does not downplay the argument of ֵׁשִנית being a 
later gloss in a Hebrew phase. 
435 Targum Jonathan (5:3) has a striking similarity with this plus. It is possible that the plus in the OG 
goes back to a different Vorlage which was known to the writer of Targum Jonathan. Van der Meer 
(2004, 342), however, argues that the Greek and Aramaic translators made a similar interpretive ad-
dition independently. 
436 This reading (“and he formed heaps of foreskin”) is preserved in some L sources (314 OL), Sahidic 




And Joshua made  
flint knives 
and circumcised the Israelites 
 
at the hill of foreskins. 
 
And Iesous made  
sharp flint knives 
and circumcised the Israelites 
in the place called 
the hill of foreskins. 
(And he formed heaps of foreskin.) 
ַ  ָמלֲאֶׁשר־ ַהָּדָבר ְוֶזה 4  ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ִמִּמְצַרִים ַהּיֵֹצא ָּכל־ָהָעם
  ַהִּמְלָחָמה ַאְנֵׁשי ּכֹל ַהְּזָכִרים
  ַּבֶּדֶר ַבִּמְדָּבר ֵמתּו
 ִמִּמְצָרִים ְּבֵצאָתם
 
Therefore, Joshua circumcised them: 
of all the people who had left Egypt 
all the males and all the warriors 
had died on the way  
through the wilderness, when they  
came out of Egypt. 
4 ὃν δὲ τρόπον περιεκάθαρεν Ἰησοῦς  
τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραήλ,  
ὅσοι ποτὲ ἐγένοντο ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ  
καὶ ὅσοι ποτὲ ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν  
τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων ἐξ Αἰγύπτου 
 
How Iesous purified  
the Israelites 
as many as were born on the way  
and as many as were uncircumcised  
of those that  
came out of Egypt, 
ְוָכל־ ַהּיְֹצִאים ָּכל־ָהָעם ָהיּו ִּכי־ֻמִלים 5
ִדים ָהָעם  ַּבֶּדֶר ַּבִּמְדָּבר ַהִּי
 לֹא־ָמלּו ִמִּמְצַרִים ְּבֵצאָתם
 
For all people who came out had been  
circumcised, but all born on the way in 
the wilderness, when they came out of 
Egypt, had not been circumcised. 




all these Iesous circumcised. 
 ָׁשָנה ַאְרָּבִעים ִּכי 6
  ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ָהְלכּו
 ַּבִּמְדָּבר
 ָּכל־ַהּגֹוי ַעד־ֹּתם
 ַהּיְֹצִאים ַהִּמְלָחָמה ַאְנֵׁשי
 ִמִּמְצַרִים
 ְיהָוה ְּבקֹול לֹא־ָׁשְמעּו
 ָלֶהם ְיהָוה ִנְׁשַּבע ֲאֶׁשר
6 τεσσαράκοντα γὰρ καὶ δύο ἔτη 
ἀνέστραπται Ἰσραήλ  
ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ τῇ Μαδβαρείτιδι437 
διὸ ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν οἱ πλεῖστοι αὐτῶν  
τῶν μαχίμων τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων  
ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου  
οἱ ἀπειθήσαντες τῶν ἐντολῶν τοῦ θεοῦ 
οἷς καὶ διώρισεν  
                                                     
to the OG, since many unique Antiochene elements in the books of Reigns are also original. Tov clas-
sifies this as a midrashic interpretation made by the translator. Tov's argument has its appeal but, in 
my opinion, this sentence should not be included in the OG without reservations. The weak manu-
script support in itself is not a problem, but the nature of this clause resembles a later interpretation 
that could have been easily added later to clarify a problematic place name. A similar midrashic ex-
planation is found in several rabbinic sources, for example Shir Hashirim Rabba. 
437 The curious transcription τῇ Μαδβαρείτιδι in the doublette is probably earlier, and the correct 
translation ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ may have originally come about as a correction in the marginals. Boling & 
Wright 1982, 193 conversely argue that τῇ Μαδβαρείτιδι is a later misreading of ַּבִּמְדָּבר “in the desert”. 
This is not likely, since it is not probable that later scribes would have inserted such a curious form 
into a completely understandable text. In any case, the MT likely has the earlier reading, and the dou-
blette is a secondary Greek development. The Sahidic and Old Latin texts are also missing this plus. 
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 ֶאת־ָהָאֶרץ ַהְראֹוָתם ְלִבְלִּתי
 ַלֲאבֹוָתם ְיהָוה ִנְׁשַּבע ֲאֶׁשר
  ָזַבת ֶאֶרץ ָלנּו ָלֶתת
 ּוְדָבׁש ָחָלב
 
For forty years,  
the Israelites had walked 
in the desert  
until had perished all the people  
the warriors that came out  
of Egypt. 
They had not listened to the voice  
of YHWH. To them YHWH swore that 
he would not let them see the land 
that YHWH had sworn to their fathers 
to give us, the land flowing  
milk and honey. 
μὴ ἰδεῖν αὐτοὺς τὴν γῆν 
ἣν ὤμοσεν κύριος τοῖς πατράσιν αὐτῶν 
δοῦναι ἡμῖν, γῆν ῥέουσαν  
γάλα καὶ μέλι. 
 
For forty-two years,  
the Israelites had walked 
in the desert of Madbaritis,  
therefore were uncircumcised most of 
the warriors that came out  
of the land of Egypt 
who had disobeyed the commandments  
of the Lord, to whom he also declared that 
he would not let them see the land 
that the Lord had sworn to their fathers 
to give us, the land flowing 
milk and honey. 
 ַּתְחָּתם ֵהִקים ְוֶאת־ְּבֵניֶהם 7
ַ  ָמל ֹאָתם  ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ָהיּו ִּכי־ֲעֵרִלים
 ַּבָּדֶר אֹוָתם לֹא־ָמלּו ִּכי
 
And their sons he raised in their place, 
them Joshua circumcised.  
For they were uncircumcised  
on the way, they had not been circumcised 
7 ἀντὶ δὲ τούτων ἀντικατέστησεν  
τοὺς υἱοὺς αὐτῶν οὓς Ἰησοῦς περιέτεμεν 
διὰ τὸ αὐτοὺς γεγενῆσθαι  
κατὰ τὴν ὁδὸν ἀπεριτμήτους. 
 
And in their place he raised  
their sons, whom Iesous circumcised  
for they had remained  
on the way uncircumcised. 
 ְלִהּמֹול ָכל־ַהּגֹוי ַּכֲאֶׁשר־ַּתּמּו ַוְיִהי 8
  ַתְחָּתם ַוֵּיְׁשבּו
 ֲחיֹוָתם ַעד ַּבַּמֲחֶנה
 
When all the nation had been circumcised, 
they remained in their camp  
until they were healed. 
8 περιτμηθέντες δὲ  
ἡσυχίαν εἶχον αὐτόθι καθήμενοι  
ἐν τῇ παρεμβολῇ ἕως ὑγιάσθησαν. 
 
When they had been circumcised  
they remained quiet in their camp sitting 
until they were healed. 
ַ  ְיהָוה ַוּיֹאֶמר 9  ֶאל־ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ַּגּלֹוִתי ַהּיֹום
 ֵמֲעֵליֶכם ִמְצַרִים ֶאת־ֶחְרַּפת
  ֵׁשם ַוִּיְקָרא
  ִּגְלָּגל ַההּוא ַהָּמקֹום
 ַהֶּזה ַהּיֹום ַעד
 
And YHWH said to Joshua: 
“Today I have rolled away  
the disgrace of Egypt from upon you.” 
So, he called the name of that place Gilgal  
until this day. 
9 καὶ εἶπεν κύριος τῷ Ἰησοῖ υἱῷ Ναυή 
τῇ σήμερον ἡμέρᾳ ἀφεῖλον  
τὸν ὀνειδισμὸν Αἰγύπτου ἀφ᾿ ὑμῶν. 
καὶ ἐκάλεσεν τὸ ὄνομα  
τοῦ τόπου ἐκείνου Γάλγαλα. 
 
 
And the Lord said to Iesous son of Naue 
“Today I have remove  
the disgrace of Egypt from upon you.” 




There are several minor differences between these accounts, but the locus of the 
rewriting is in verses 4–6.438 OG Josh claims that many of the Israelites coming out of 
Egypt were uncircumcised. MT Josh, however, specifies extensively that everyone 
coming out of Egypt were circumcised and Joshua only had to circumcise those who 
were born in the wilderness. When comparing the heavily rewritten section in verses 
5:4–5, only some phrases in the Hebrew have counterparts in the Greek. 
 There are two main thematical differences that are achieved through the re-
writing. First, OG suggests that the Israelites did not universally practice circumcision 
in Egypt. Conversely, in the MT everyone coming out of Egypt were circumcised and 
were thus ritually pure. Second, OG allows for a greater continuity between those 
coming out from Egypt and those who eventually conquered the land of Canaan, 
since the older generation does not die out. MT, however, makes it clear that the 
generation that came out of Egypt died out before the actual conquest ( -ֹּתם ָּכל-ַעד
 In this way, the MT has a stricter separation between the old 439.(ַהּגֹוי ַאְנֵׁשי ַהִּמְלָחָמה
Exodus generation and the new generation that conquered the Promised Land.440 
These two key differences in meaning might also be reflected in a smaller detail. The 
Greek text seems to place much more emphasis on the knives used in the circumci-
sion, adding in verses 2–3 that the flint knives were sharp (ἀκροτόμους). The emphasis 
put on the knives is therefore either diminished (MT) or increased (OG). 
 The best explanation for these differences is an expansive rewriting in the 
proto-MT editing of 5:4–6. The section in the MT has many signs of being a result of 
later editing. This editing is best described as nomistic. In other words, it seeks to 
align the circumcision account more closely with some key passages in the Penta-
teuch. It was important for the nomistic editor(s) to show that Joshua and the Israel-
ites were faithful to the law before the successful conquest of the Promised Land.441 
To be more accurate, there are three legal issues that guided the rewriting. 
                                                     
438 For the evaluation of some of the minor differences, see the footnotes of the preceding table. 
Although I disagree with Van der Meer (2004, 249–416) regarding the text-critical evaluation of 5:4–
6, his study on 5:2–12 is an excellent treatise on the manifold textual problems involved. For the Old 
Latin version, dealing with the textual problems in its own way, see Sipilä 2014, 257–272. 
439 The second point is aptly formulated by Mazor 1994, 36. 
440 Note that the idea of a new generation replacing the older generation is present in both traditions, 
since they both read in Josh 5:7 that “their sons he raised in their place.” The MT merely makes the 
idea of a new generation more consistent and strict, by insisting in MT Josh 5:6 that the older gener-
ation died out altogether from among the people. 
441 Josh 5 is a juncture in the book of Joshua which was the focus of editing in several stages and 
contexts. Dozeman (2015, 296) writes: “The circumcision of the Israelite males in Josh 5:2–9 is the 
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 First, the rewriting could have been triggered by the worrying notion in the 
earlier text, preserved in the OG, that there were uncircumcised people among the 
Israelites coming out of Egypt. An editor wanted to omit this and “correct” the rea-
sons for the circumcision performed by Joshua. Since YHWH had so greatly helped 
the Israelites in getting out of Egypt, surely they would have all had to have been 
loyal in circumcision. Thus, only those born in the wilderness needed to be circum-
cised. This idea was already present in the earlier Hebrew version, as witnessed by 
the OG, but in a different location in Josh 21:42d (τοὺς γενομένους ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ ἐν τῇ 
ἐρήμῳ “born on the way in the wilderness”). Thus, it is likely that the proto-MT editor 
took the phrase from this later verse, which he also omitted (see below). In both 
textual traditions, the circumcision performed by Joshua is said to have removed the 
“disgrace of Egypt” (Josh 5:9, ֶחְרַּפת ִמְצַרִים-ֶאת ). This disgrace refers to the state of 
some Israelite warriors being uncircumcised (cf. Gen. 34:14), which makes sense in 
the OG. In the MT, conversely, there is no disgrace left, since everyone in Egypt were 
circumcised.442 In this way, the rewriting of MT verses 4–6 left verse 9 in contradic-
tion with the new meaning.443  
  Two passages in the Pentateuch are echoed in the background of this editorial 
motivation. In Gen 17, circumcision is an integral part of the covenant that the Lord 
makes with Abraham. It was important for an editor to show that the Israelites of the 
Exodus had not broken this covenant. Second, the circumcision performed by Zippo-
rah in Exod 4:24–26 might have had an influence on MT Josh 5. In this peculiar text, 
                                                     
most edited episode in the story of the crossing of the Jordan in Josh 3:1–5:12. The reason is likely the 
growing importance of circumcision in postexilic Judaism and the continuing debate over its meaning 
well into the Hellenistic period.” In 4QJosha Josh 5 also exhibits late nomistic editing. It contains a 
reading which was achieved by transposing the reading of the law from Josh 8:34–35 to the beginning 
of Josh 5. This transposition was probably sparked by Josh 4:10 (Feldman 2013, 116–118). In this way, 
the reading and observance of the law was actualized before the conquests. 
442 Other interpretations for the expression “disgrace of Egypt” have also been suggested. Van der 
Meer (2004, 311–315) argues that the clause “today I have rolled away the disgrace of Egypt” is a later 
addition after 5:2–8, and that its meaning should not be sought in this context. It marks the ending of 
slavery and wandering in the desert, and is connected with the erection of the twelve stones (Josh 
4:20). It may well include those connotations, but the clause is so closely connected (including ַהּיֹום) 
with the immediate context (vv. 2–8) reporting the circumcision that it would be futile to try to explain 
this connection away. Hollenberg (1874, 462–507) already linked the expression with the notion that 
none of the Israelites were circumcised in Egypt. For the meaning of the phrase see also Dozeman 
2015, 298. 
443 This contradiction in the MT that should have made the modern scholar notice that something 
has been edited, even if the earlier reading in the OG had not survived. 
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faithfulness to circumcision plays a significant role right at the beginning of the Exo-
dus from Egypt. Moses almost died for having neglected the circumcision. In the eyes 
of some late editors, therefore, circumcision seems to have been a pre-requisite for 
the success of the Exodus. This view was strengthened in the proto-MT editing of 
Josh 5. 
 Second, the proto-MT rewriting makes a greater discontinuity between the 
warriors coming out of Egypt and the men taking over Canaan. This is seen in two 
features in the MT, missing from the OG: Josh 5:4: “all the people who had left Egypt 
all the males and all the warriors had died on the way through the wilderness after 
they came out of Egypt”, and 5:6: “until had perished all the people the warriors that 
came out of Egypt.”444 This seems to be an attempt to harmonize the passage with 
notions in Deuteronomy that all the warriors died out before attacking Canaan (Deut 
1:34–46, 2:16). It also makes the text more coherent, since already the earlier text in 
OG Josh 5:7 noted that a new generation was raised in the place of the old genera-
tion. The change in emphasis would not make sense the other way around; a later 
editor would probably not delete the notions of the earlier generation dying, since it 
is in conformity with Deuteronomy. 
 Third, the upcoming Passover celebration in Josh 5:10–12 probably affected 
the rewriting. The desire of the proto-MT editor to emphasize that all the Israelites 
were circumcised probably relates to ritual purity related to the Passover.445 Alt-
hough the text does not explicitly advance this motive, a late editor might easily have 
been motivated by Pentateuchal decrees relating to the Passover. Especially Exod 
12:43–48 might have influenced the editor. Exod 12:43–48 highlights that circumci-
sion is a central requirement for everyone—even non-native Israelites—who want to 
take part in the Passover celebration. This argument is strengthened by the addition 
 whole nation” in MT Josh 5:8, which highlights that it was the entire nation“ ָכל־ַהּגֹוי
that was circumcised and thus ritually pure for the Passover. So, while the Passover 
ritual might have been one of the “Priestly” motives for introducing the circumcision 
in chapter 5 in the first place, the proximity of the Passover celebration seems to 
                                                     
444 Nelson (1997, 71–80) notes that here the MT utilizes a word play with the Hebrew תמם “to finish” 
between verses 4 and 6, which reveals purposeful secondary editing. 
445 Thus also Dozeman 2015, 268 and Nelson 1997, 71–80. 
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have affected the editing of the circumcision account in several stages. The proto-
MT editing presents the last one of these editorial stages. 
 At this point, it should be highlighted that these three legal issues are quite 
decisive as text-critical arguments. It is hard to imagine a rewriting in the other direc-
tion. While it is plausible that later editors would rewrite texts to harmonize them 
with Pentateuchal commandments, it is hard to imagine why later editors would re-
write texts that are in conformity with the Pentateuch in a direction that makes them 
more in contradiction with the Pentateuch. The OG implies that the Israelites did not 
practice circumcision universally in Egypt and were, therefore, disobedient to the 
law. Why a later writer would have wanted to create such a state of affairs is hard to 
explain in the light of the following successful Exodus.446  
 The variants between the MT and the OG probably emerged during times when 
the Pentateuch had already gained significant authority. Therefore, it would be hard 
to argue that the MT would be earlier, in this instance, and that the OG would be a 
result of later rewriting. Some scholars have tried to do this by insisting that the re-
writing took place in Alexandria by the translator. A closer look at these arguments, 
however, reveals that it is not a more likely explanation. 
 A deliberate reworking by the OG translator is thoroughly argued by Bieber-
stein and Van der Meer.447 Bieberstein argues that the MT is earlier in almost every 
aspect, and that the OG has come about through scribal activity and interpretation 
of the Hebrew text by the translator.448 Bieberstein turns the arguments supporting 
the priority of OG upside down. He argues that it was the Greek translator who aimed 
at harmonizing the verses with the Pentateuch. The addition of the notion that 
Joshua had to circumcise some of the men who came out of Egypt is done because 
in the Pentateuch there were non-Israelites, ֵעֶרב or ἐπίμικτος, among these people 
(Exod 12:38; Num 11:4). In addition, there were those who were under twenty years 
old when the sentence of the wandering in the desert was pronounced (Num 
                                                     
446 As also noted by Holmes (1914, 9): “The LXX translator could not possibly have gone out of his 
way to make a statement which implied that the Israelites did not universally practise circumcision 
while in Egypt. If probability is to be any guide it must be admitted that LXX here had a very different 
text from ours and one that was earlier in point of view.” 
447 Bieberstein 1995, 203–206 and Van der Meer 2004, 249–415. Also Gooding 1974, 149–164 and 
Krause 2014, 300–302. 
448 Bieberstein 1995, 198–206. 
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14:29).449 The addition of the circumcision of this group by the translator also re-
sulted in other minor adjustments, such as the omission of ַהּגֹויָכל־ . Thus, Bieberstein 
argues that the modifications in the translation are based on learned activity and aim 
at balancing the passage with the Pentateuch, especially in terms of chronology.450 
The OG text would thus be a “product of scholarly research”.451 If one does not ac-
cept the claim that this “scholarly research” was performed by the translator, the 
arguments proposed by Bieberstein might still be used in defending a rewriting be-
hind the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG. 
 However, the arguments are not without problems. The assumed references 
to the Pentateuch are rather obscure. In the Greek text, Joshua circumcises τοὺς υἱοὺς 
Ἰσραήλ “sons of Israel” (OG Josh 5:4), and most of the warriors coming out of Egypt 
are uncircumcised (διὸ ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν οἱ πλεῖστοι αὐτῶν, OG Josh 5:6). To argue 
that these phrases refer to ἐπίμικτος “mixed (non-Israelite) people”, would mean un-
derstanding the Greek text as making connections that are not that clear. Including 
the Israelites under twenty years of age in these categories somewhat balances the 
argument. Nevertheless, it does not sit well with the reference to Israelite warriors. 
An editor aiming at a careful “scholarly” interpretation would have likely used a more 
exact phrase, such as ἐπίμικτος. The evaluation of the translator or a Hebrew editor 
as a careful scholar is also problematic in relation to the above-mentioned passages 
in Deut 1:34–46. Why would a careful scholar create such an obvious contradiction 
with Deuteronomy?452 
 Van der Meer, on the other hand, emphasizes the creativity and contextualiz-
ing efforts of the translator more than Bieberstein.453 His analysis is careful, and in-
cludes many valid observations concerning the freedoms taken by the translator. 
Some concerns with the analysis, however, should be noted here. Van der Meer ar-
rives at a too clear-cut conclusion concerning OG Josh 5:2–12. He states that it is “an 
interpretative version through and through”.454 The Greek version of the pericope is 
                                                     
449 Bieberstein 1995, 200–201. 
450 “G hingegen bassiert auf schriftgelehrten Recherchen und chronologischen Ausgleichversuchen 
mit Ex 12,38 und Num 10,11; 11,4; 14,29.33-34 - -“ Bieberstein 1995, 206. 
451 As summarized by Van der Meer 2004, 281. 
452 Van der Meer (2004, 281–285) also points to some details in the text that make the suggestion of 
Bieberstein improbable.  
453 Van der Meer 2004, 334–415. 
454 Van der Meer 2004, 408. 
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best understood, according to Van der Meer, as an answer to questions that arose 
to the translator when reading a text similar to the MT, which had developed through 
different redactional stages. 
 The first concern proposed by Van der Meer is that, when reading the MT, the 
translator felt that the idea of a collective circumcision encompassing all ages was 
problematic. This problem was strengthened by the stone knives that were perceived 
by the translator as an outdated means for performing the circumcision. The trans-
lator wanted to explain and even soften this peculiar scene for the Hellenistic Jews 
in Egypt. This led to several interpretive translation equivalents. The translator, for 
example, added the attribute ἀκροτόμους “sharp” to the stone knives, utilized the 
Greek verb περικαθαίρω “purify” (5:4) to describe the circumcision, and amplified the 
period of rest in the camp after the circumcision by adding that they kept quiet in the 
camp (ἡσυχίαν εἶχον in 5:8).455 Overall it is true, as Van der Meer states, that the 
translation of 5:2–12 includes several free and interpretive translation equivalents 
and solutions. Translating circumcision as “purification” is one of those. The flexibility 
in choosing different and interpretative Greek equivalents for some Hebrew words 
does not, however, mean that the translator would freely change the meaning of the 
text by adding and omitting elements. These should be seen as two different phe-
nomena; the former freedom is still anchored in a Hebrew text, while the latter en-
tails interpretative actions without any source text. Adjusting these observations to 
the translation style as a whole,456 it seems that the translator may have taken liber-
ties in choosing translation equivalents due to his context, but he would not have 
gone beyond the Hebrew source text in creating or deleting elements. 
 The second concern for the translator, according to Van der Meer, was a con-
tradiction he found in the MT. Van der Meer assumes that when the Greek translator 
read his source text, which was similar to the MT, he falsely interpreted the disgrace 
of Egypt (5:9) as referring to the preceding context. The translator inferred from this 
expression that there must have been several Israelites who were not circumcised in 
Egypt. This led to the interpretive addition καὶ ὅσοι ποτὲ ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν τῶν 
ἐξεληλυθότων ἐξ Αἰγύπτου “and as many as were uncircumcised of those that came 
out of Egypt”. In this way, the translator created an additional group of those that 
                                                     
455 Van der Meer 2004, 408–409.  
456 See section 2.3.2. 
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had not been circumcised in Egypt.457 To support this argument, Van der Meer notes 
that ὅσοι ποτὲ “as many as” has no equivalent as such in biblical Hebrew. This would 
point towards an initiative on behalf of the translator. However, as Holmes already 
pointed out, the Hebrew Vorlage could have simply read כל ... וכל “all ... and all”, and 
the translator could have exhibited the freedom he is known for; that is, not slavishly 
reproducing the units of Hebrew grammar in his rendering of Greek.458 As Van der 
Meer himself also notes, the pronoun ὅσος occurs frequently in the Greek translation 
of Joshua and other books the Hebrew Bible.459 For example, Deut 1:46 reads  ַוֵּתְׁשבּו
ִמים ֲאֶׁשר ְיַׁשְבֶּתםְבָקֵדׁש ָיִמים ַרִּבים ַּכּיָ   “and you had stayed at Kadesh as many days as you 
did” which is translated καὶ ἐνεκάθησθε ἐν Καδὴς ἡμέρας πολλάς, ὅσας ποτὲ ἡμέρας 
ἐνεκάθησθε “and you stayed at Kadesh for many days, as many days as you stayed”. 
Here as well, the translator exhibits freedom in the Greek grammatical structure but 
retains the basic meaning of his Hebrew source text. Therefore, the freedom in using 
Greek grammatical units does not corroborate that the translator would have cre-
ated an additional group to the pericope and altered the meaning. One would expect 
that a translator concerned with removing perceived inconsistencies in the text 
would be more active in other parts of the translation as well. 
 Lastly, the methodological steps taken by Van der Meer in his analysis of Josh 
5:2–12 can be questioned. After critically reviewing other work done on the sub-
ject,460 his treatment of Josh 5:2–12 begins with a redaction-critical analysis of the 
Hebrew text as preserved in the MT,461 continues to evaluate Hebrew Qumran wit-
nesses,462 and ends with an analysis of the Greek version “in its own right”.463 Even 
though Van der Meer advocates for an initial separation of these methodological 
steps, the redaction-critical analysis of the MT impacts his interpretation of the OG. 
For example, Van der Meer concludes in his redaction-critical analysis that the ex-
pression ֶחְרַּפת ִמְצַרִים-ֶאת  “disgrace of Egypt” should not be understood as referring 
to the circumcision in 5:2–8 since Josh 4:21–5:8 is a Deuteronomistic addition to a 
                                                     
457 Van der Meer 2004, 350–355. 
458 Holmes 1914, 29. 
459 Exactly 29 times in the book of Joshua, according to a calculation based on the text of Rahlfs. The 
particle ποτὲ, on the other hand, occurs only 29 times in the LXX, and often reflects a free rendering 
of the Hebrew source text (Van der Meer 2004, 351). 
460 Van der Meer 2004, 253–287. 
461 Van der Meer 2004, 289–327. 
462 Van der Meer 2004, 328–333. 
463 Van der Meer 2004, 334–412. 
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pre-Deuteromistic stratum. Thus, Josh 5:9 would not have originally related to Josh 
5:2–9.464 This redaction-critical interpretation then influences Van der Meer’s analy-
sis of the Greek translation, and lets him conclude that when the translator read 
verse 5:9 together with 5:2–8 in his Vorlage, this was a false interpretation on behalf 
of the translator.465 Assuming that the interpretation by the translator is false re-
quires that Van der Meer’s redaction-critical conclusion be right. When Van der 
Meer, then, states in his conclusions that “it has proven helpful, necessary and illu-
minating to keep text-critical data and literary-critical observations separate”,466 it is 
questionable whether he has really done that, or whether the literary-critical obser-
vations based on the MT have influenced the analysis of the Greek text. Furthermore, 
many of the redaction-critical arguments put forth by Van der Meer could be dis-
puted, since several differing models of the redaction history of Josh 5:2–12 have 
been put forth.467 Therefore, I think it is more fruitful to begin the analysis of Josh 
5:2–12 from all the relevant textual evidence, and only then consider literary and 
redaction critical aspects. If the OG in fact preserves an unrevised version of the pe-
ricope, as was argued above, this way of proceeding is the only way to gain accurate 
information on the textual history of this pericope.  
 To sum up the text-critical discussion, it is most probable that OG Josh 5:2–9 
and especially vv. 4–6 were translated from a Hebrew Vorlage with a slightly different 
meaning than the MT. This Hebrew text is, at least in 5:4–6, earlier than the MT. It is 
the “unrevised” version of the circumcision account. A possible retroversion for this 
Vorlage in the most crucial verses 5:4–6 is given below. Note that the retroversion is 
only tentative, and often there is more than one option for the possible equivalent 
in Hebrew. In unclear cases, I will follow the MT if the difference in Greek is attribut-
able to the freedom of the translator. 
 
Hebrew Vorlage Josh 5:4–6 OG Josh 5:4–6 
 יהושע מל אשר הדבר וזה 4
 ישראל בני את
 בדרך הילדים כל
 הערלים וכל
4 ὃν δὲ τρόπον περιεκάθαρεν Ἰησοῦς  
τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραήλ,  
ὅσοι ποτὲ ἐγένοντο ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ  
καὶ ὅσοι ποτὲ ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν  
                                                     
464 Van der Meer 2004, 311–315. 
465 Van der Meer 2004, 351–352. 
466 Van der Meer 2004, 414. 
467 See, for example, the critical survey and comments by Dozeman 2015, 271–301.  
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  ממצרים בצאתם
 
 יהוׁשע מל אלה כל את 5
 
 שנה ושתים ארבעים כי 6
 במדבר ישראל הלכו
 
 םרבי היו ערלים לכן
 היצאים המלחמה אנשי
  מצרים מארץ
    468אלוהים בכול שמעו לא אשר
 להם נשבע ואשר
  הארץ אתם ראותה לבלתי
  לאבותם יהוה נשבע אשר
  ודבש חלב זבח ארץ לנו לתת
τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων ἐξ Αἰγύπτου 
  
5 πάντας τούτους περιέτεμεν Ἰησοῦς·  
 
6 τεσσαράκοντα γὰρ καὶ δύο ἔτη  
ἀνέστραπται Ἰσραήλ ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ  
τῇ Μαδβαρίτιδι,  
διὸ ἀπερίτμητοι ἦσαν οἱ πλεῖστοι (αὐτῶν)  
τῶν μαχίμων τῶν ἐξεληλυθότων  
ἐκ γῆς Αἰγύπτου  
οἱ ἀπειθήσαντες τῶν ἐντολῶν τοῦ θεοῦ,  
οἷς καὶ διώρισεν  
μὴ ἰδεῖν αὐτοὺς τὴν γῆν,  
ἣν ὤμοσεν κύριος τοῖς πατράσιν αὐτῶν  
δοῦναι ἡμῖν, γῆν ῥέουσαν γάλα καὶ μέλι.  
 
The proto-MT editor(s) edited a Hebrew text like the Vorlage, guided by nomistic 
motivations. The existence of uncircumcised Israelites among the Exodus generation 
was removed, the passing of the generation that was disobedient to the Lord was 
underlined, and the purity of the people for the upcoming Passover celebration was 
ensured. In this way, the passage was brought into closer conformity with the key 
passages and ideas in the Pentateuch.  
 Since the circumcision and the flint knives were at the core of this revision, one 
can assume that this nomistic editing probably also influenced the later mentions of 
the flint knives in Josh 21:42d and Josh 24:31a. I will turn to these mentions next. 
 







42a Καὶ συνετέλεσεν Ἰησοῦς  
διαμερίσας τὴν γῆν ἐν τοῖς ὁρίοις αὐτῶν. 
42b καὶ ἔδωκαν οἱ υἱοὶ Ἰσραήλ μερίδα 
τῷ Ἰησοῖ κατὰ πρόσταγμα κυρίου·  
ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ τὴν πόλιν, ἣν ᾐτήσατο·  
τὴν Θαμνασάραχ ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ  
                                                     
468 Here also the verb מרה “disobey” is possible. The rare τῶν ἐντολῶν τοῦ θεοῦ could also possibly 














ἐν τῷ ὄρει Ἐφράιμ. 
42c καὶ ᾠκοδόμησεν Ἰησοῦς  
τὴν πόλιν καὶ ᾤκησεν ἐν αὐτῇ.469 
 
42d καὶ ἔλαβεν Ἰησοῦς  
τὰς μαχαίρας τὰς πετρίνας,  
ἐν αἷς περιέτεμεν τοὺς υἱοὺς Ἰσραήλ 
τοὺς γενομένους ἐν τῇ ὁδῷ ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ,  
καὶ ἔθηκεν αὐτὰς ἐν Θαμνασαράχ. 
 
42a So Iesous stopped dividing the land  
in their boundaries. 
42b And the Israelites gave a portion to Iesous  
according to the ordinance of the Lord. 
They gave him the city he asked: 
Thamnatsachar in Mt. Ehpraim. 
42c And Iesous built the city and lived in it. 
 
42d And Iesous took the flint knives 
with which he circumcised the Israelites 
born on the way in the wilderness 
and he put them in Thamnatsachar. 
 
In OG Josh 21:42, there are several plusses not present in the MT. The last plus (42d) 
mentions the flint knives used in the circumcision in Josh 5, and is probably depend-
ent on that chapter.470 This verse should be evaluated together with 24:31a, since in 
light of the proposed rewriting in the proto-MT phase of Josh 5:4–6 it seems that the 
same editor who wanted to delete the presence of uncircumcised Israelites coming 
out of Egypt would have wanted to remove these verses, since they commemorate 
the flint knives with which the Israelites were “purified” (περιεκάθαρεν). The editor 
was disturbed by the notion that the Israelites did not universally practice circumci-
sion in Egypt, and wanted to omit any recollections of that.471 Thus, he omitted verses 
21:42d and 24:31a. 
                                                     
469 Verses 42a–c are a repetition from 19:49–50. Here one has to agree with Holmes (1914, 73–74) 
that such a repetition could not have been created by the translator of OG. A Hebrew reviser, how-
ever, would have had a motive to delete this as a redundant repetition, which is probably what hap-
pened. That this repetition is preserved in the OG is an important factor in redaction criticism, since 
this earlier repetition, probably created by redaction, is removed later in the proto-MT phase of edit-
ing and is not preserved by the textual witnesses relying on the MT. 
470 Holmes (1914, 74) already noted that this plus “stands or falls” with 24:31. 
471 A similar suggestion was made by Holmes 1914, 9–10. 
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 Some scholars have suggested that verse 24:31a is a secondary addition made 
to the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG. While there is some appeal to this argument, it 
does not sufficiently explain the connection of 24:31a with the rewriting in chapter 
5. Hartmut Rösel has noted that the beginning of the OG addition in 24:33b is similar 
to verse 28 (ἕκαστος εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτῶν), which forms a resumptive repetition that 
corroborates the lateness of all the plusses between them.472 This, according to 
Rösel, speaks for the secondary nature of 24:31a. The problem with this latter argu-
ment is, however, that it presumes that all the plusses in the OG version of verses 
31–33 can be explained together. In my opinion, this Wiederaufnahme would sup-
port only the possible secondary nature of all or some of the plusses in verse 33. It 
would not corroborate the secondary nature of verse 31a. 
 If this were a secondary addition, what would be the motive for conjuring up 
this kind of an expansion? Not many convincing reasons have been put forth in re-
search. Arnold Ehrlich suggested in his early commentary that this could be an addi-
tion made by a Hellenistic Jew who found the idea of Joshua circumcising the people 
embarrassing, and thus wanted to make sure that the “grotesque rite” was buried 
with Joshua.473 This, in my opinion, is a highly conjectural statement. A more plausi-
ble motive would be the desire to indicate the final repository of the flint knives with 
which an important covenantal act was performed. In verse 32, the burial of Joseph's 
bones with him was reported, and that would have provided the spark for an editor 
to include the flint knives in Joshua's burial. Nelson has noted that the verse “repre-
sents just the sort of folkloristic, Midrashic detail typical of textual expansions” with-
out allusions to other cases in support of this statement.474 While these are theoret-
ically possible explanations, the theological peculiarity and the connections of this 
verse to earlier material in OG Joshua could open a much more persuasive explana-
tion.  
 The theological peculiarity of this material lies in two claims it makes: that the 
Israelites buried the same flint knives with Joshua with which he once circumcised 
                                                     
472 Rösel 1980, 349. 
473 “Dieses Plus rührt im griechischen Texte von irgendeinem witzigen hellenistischen Juden her, den 
die Beschneidung genierte (vgl. zu Gen. 17:13) und der darum den grotesken Ritus gern mit Josua 
begraben wissen wollte.” Ehrlich 1910, 66. 
474 Nelson 1997, 282. He also notes that “the expanded form of the text depends on 5:4” but does 
not explain how this would lead to verse 24:31a being a later addition. As we have seen earlier, the 
connection with Josh 5 could also speak for the priority of this verse. 
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them (Josh 5:2–9), and that it was Joshua, not Moses, who lead the Israelites out of 
Egypt.475 The first point concerning the burying of the flint knives implies that these 
objects were revered; they were perceived as religious relics.476 Whereas Rösel 
claims that there is nothing novel in this plus in relation to Josh. 5,477 it is apparent 
that the emphasis on the importance of the objects, namely the flint knives, is new 
here. This point alone would be enough for a late editor to omit this plus, since the 
reverence of an object could be perceived as idolatry by later editors.  
 In the plus of OG Josh 24:31a, the second claim is that it was Joshua who 
brought the people out of Egypt and that, for this Exodus, he was given the instruc-
tions by YHWH. There is no mention of Moses here. What makes it even more signif-
icant is that the OG is missing the reference to Moses present in MT Josh 24:5. In the 
OG version of Josh 24, there are numerous references to the Exodus, but no refer-
ences to Moses. It is plausible that an editor might have had a problem with the ab-
sence of Moses in such an important text.478 It is possible that the same editor was 
responsible for omitting verse 31a from the proto-MT and adding the reference to 
Moses in verse 5, to introduce Moses into the Exodus and downplay the role of 
Joshua in it.479 
 Therefore, upon a closer examination, three arguments speak for the primary 
nature of verse 24:31a: (1) its omission is probably connected with the omission of 
21:42d and the rewriting in the proto-MT phase of 5:2–9, (2) the reverence of the 
flint knives could be perceived as theologically problematic, and (3) the emphasis put 
on Joshua as the leader of the Exodus could be perceived as problematic. Even if one 
does not approve the first explanation, the theological peculiarities alone make it 
much more likely that verse 24:31a is an omission in the proto-MT tradition, and not 
a secondary addition. It is not likely that a late Hebrew editor would have added such 
a polemic verse.480 Thus, OG Joshua preserves an earlier verse linked with the death 
                                                     
475 These theological peculiarities were also noted by Rofé 1982, 23–24. 
476 Thus also Rofé 1982, 24. 
477 Rösel 1980, 349. 
478 The absence of Moses in Josh 24 is corroborated as a true concern for ancient scribes dealing with 
the text when one looks at the variant readings of 24:8 in the LXX manuscripts. There, MSS 82 12 add 
μωυσης “Moses” to the text. 
479 It seems that we might have here a remnant of a differing Exodus tradition which emphasizes 
Joshua's role in leading the people out of Egypt. This verse could, interestingly, thus have an impact 
on the reconstruction of the evolution of the Exodus traditions. 
480 The verse was probably then originally written at the same time when the OG version of Josh 5:4–
6 was produced, by a scribe who had not yet realized the possible theological problems that might be 
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and burial of Joshua, while MT Joshua omits the verse as offensive, and Judges fur-
ther agrees. The absence of the verse in Judges is understandable, since Judg 2:6–9 
represents a later adaptation of the pericope whose aim is to reverse the theme of 
the fidelity of the Israelites. The burial of the flint knives or Joseph’s bones is not as 
such of interest in this new context.481 
3.4.2.4 Replacement of “Place”? (v. 28) 
While Josh 24:28 reports that Joshua sent the people away, the MT, OG, and some 
Greek witnesses differ on where the people exactly went. MT Josh 24:28 reads ִאיׁש 
-each to his inheritance” in the same way as Judg 2:6. OG Josh 24:28, how“ ְלַנֲחָלתֹו
ever, reads εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτοῦ “to his place”. The MT  ַנֲחָלת is likely the latest reading, 
since instead of the general “going to a place”, it highlights the land as being divided 
into inheritances. 
The Greek τόπος in OG Josh 24:28 is not commonly used to translate ַנֲחָלה. It 
most commonly reflects ָמקֹום. Therefore, it has been suggested that the Hebrew Vor-
lage of OG Josh 24:28 might reflect 482.למקמו It is certainly likely that the translator 
was working with a different Vorlage, since ַנֲחָלה is nearly always translated with a 
word deriving from κλῆρος in the book of Joshua. Elsewhere in the book of Joshua, 
there are 49 occurrences of ַנֲחָלה and the only two exceptions to the common trans-
lation are Josh 18:7 and 24:32, where μερίς is used. A Hebrew Vorlage differing from 
the MT therefore must be assumed. That the Vorlage would have read למקמו is, how-
ever, not the only option. The LXX witnesses in Josh 24:28 and Judg 2:6 preserve an-
other possibility. While in Josh 24:28 most Greek manuscripts reads “to his place”, 
interestingly La100 reads in domum suam “to their house”.483 In the parallel verse Judg 
2:6, a similar double reading is reflected by the A-text τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ “to their 
house”. In all the other occurrences of τόπος in the book of Joshua, La100 uses the 
                                                     
connected with these texts. When the Pentateuch was given more and more authority, these prob-
lems were realized. 
481 We do not know whether the editor of Judges knew OG Josh 24:31a or the other burial notices 
(Josh 24:31–33) when he adapted OG Josh 24:28–31 into his new composition. On the one hand, since 
he follows the sequence of OG Josh 24:28–31, it is possible that he was aware of the verse dealing 
with the flint knives. On the other hand, the verse might have been omitted at such an early stage 
that the Vorlage of the editor of Judges did not have access to it. In any case, the themes introduced 
in Judg 2:10 was the reason for including verses from the end of Josh 24 in the first place. 
482 Rofé 1982, 21–22. 
483 The marginal reading την πολιν in MSS 85 and 344 is probably quite late. 
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translation equivalent locus. Therefore, it is possible that La100 indirectly preserves 
the Greek variant τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ in Josh 24:28. But is this the earliest Greek transla-
tion of Josh 24:28 or a later harmonization, for example, towards OG Judg 2:6? 
 It is hard to evaluate what exactly has happened here, since harmonizations in 
several directions are possible. It seems, however, that in any case one has to spec-
ulate on the Hebrew Vorlage of the reading. In this regard, an intriguing suggestion 
has been made according to which the earliest Hebrew reading for Josh 24:28 
was איש לביתו which preserved a textual link with 1 Sam 10:25.484 The probability of 
such an early link is corroborated by several other affinities between Josh 24 and 1 
Sam 10:17–27.485 This original reading would first have been translated word-for-
word with τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ in OG Josh 24:28. However, this OG reading was lost due 
to an early revision, which secondarily changed the Greek text into τὸν τόπον αὐτῶν. 
This might have been a harmonization with Josh 24:33b, and it is reflected in most 
Greek MSS. The OG reading of Josh 24:28 would then only be preserved indirectly in 
La100 but also in the double reading τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ of the parallel verse in Judg 2:6. 
However, the weak manuscript support for τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ as the OG in Josh 24:28, 
and the possibility of a secondary harmonization, undermines this solution. Since the 
variant does not have major repercussions for this study, the question will remain 
open. 
3.4.2.5 Other Minor Variants between the Four Accounts 
There are three likely secondary additions in Judg 2:6–7 which highlight the second-
ary nature of the passage in Judges in relation to Joshua. First, in Joshua, when the 
people go back to their own inheritances they are referred to only as ִאיׁש “each”, 
while Judges gives a more specific ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל “sons of Israel”. This should probably be 
regarded as a later addition harmonizing the text with other verses in the context of 
Judges (Judg 2:4, 11).486 It is also possible that the phrase was missing from OG Judg, 
as attested by its absence in the B-text. If this is the case, this Greek text might reflect 
                                                     
484 See Koopmans 1990, 263–264. Although Koopmans falsely suggests that τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ in Judg 
2:6 could be a later revision towards the original reading in Josh 24:28. This does not accord with what 
we know about the Kaige revision in Judges. It is most probable that τὴν κληρονομίαν αὐτοῦ is not the 
earliest reading, but that such a Kaige reading that is common to the B-text. 
485 See section 4.2.6. 
486 It would be harder to explain why ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל would have been omitted in Joshua. There are no 
possible stylistic reasons or ideological motives that would cause such an omission. 
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a different Hebrew Vorlage. In any case, “sons of Israel” is a secondary addition in 
MT Judg. Such an addition could have easily emerged as a marginal gloss. Second, 
the verse in Judges includes a report that the Israelites went to take possession of 
the land ( ָהָאֶרץ-ָלֶרֶׁשת ֶאת ). This expression is likely a late Deuteronomistically inspired 
insertion.487 The shorter version preserved in Joshua would be good soil for such an 
addition.488 Third, in Judg 2:7, there is the plus ַהָּגדֹול in both the OG and the MT ver-
sions of Judges. It seems to be a late addition, with the motive of further emphasizing 
the mightiness of YHWH's works. It is, as Hartmut N. Rösel puts it, “eine sekundäre 
Verstärkung”.489 
Besides these additions, the reading in MT Josh 24:28 does not contain ַוֵּיְלכּו 
which is present in all the other versions. There is no ground for parablepsis in MT 
Joshua, thus the omission in the MT could be intentional. The omission could be re-
lated to the replacement of “place” (OG) with the more specific “inheritance” (MT), 
since it can be interpreted as highlighting Joshua as the divider of the land into inher-
itances. It is, however, also possible that the omission is stylistically motivated, re-
moving an unnecessary verb.490  
 In the second verse (OG Josh 24:29, MT Josh 24:31 / Judg 2:7), there is also 
variation between the verbs ָראּו and ָיְדעּו. The Vorlage of OG Joshua probably reflects 
 is never translated with ὁράω in Joshua.491 MT Judg has also ָיַדע since the verb ָראּו
 OG Judges ἔγνωσαν). It is not easy to decide) ָיְדעּו while MT Josh and OG Judg read ,ָראּו
which one is the more original, since these verbs can be used synonymously and the 
motives for this interchange cannot be deduced from the larger context of the chap-
ters (both variants are present in Joshua and Judges). Still, the verb ראה might well 
                                                     
487 The verb ירש occurs 34 times in Deuteronomium. Compared to the second largest occurrence 
rate of 8 in Joshua, the concept of “taking possession of the land” is clearly linked with Deuterono-
mistic ideology. See Knoppers 2005, 147–148. This expression is also seen as a late addition by Rösel 
1980, 344. 
488 If not, one would have to argue why MT and OG Joshua omits this expression. A parablepsis is not 
possible here. Thus, the omission would be intentional. Auld (2005, 82) argues that Joshua indeed 
omits this phrase, which belongs to the more original reading. According to Auld, the omission was 
made because the book of Joshua aims to give the impression that the settlement of the land was 
completed before Joshua’s death. One has to ask: would this expression, situated right before the 
narration of Joshua’s death, not convey exactly that? The expression could be seen as reminding the 
reader that the ”taking possession of the land” was finished before the leader's death. 
489 Rösel 1980, 344. 
490 One could also argue that the MT of Joshua presents the more original reading. It would, however, 
be hard to conceive of why and how an editor would insert a verb that usually begins a new sentence 
in the middle of a sentence in both OG Josh and OG/MT Judg. 
491 The most common equivalent for ָיַדע in Joshua is γινώσκω. 
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be the more original, because the elders concerned are perceived as eyewitnesses to 
the deeds of YHWH. The verb ידע would then be a later change to a verb with a wider 
semantic field, which would include even people who have not seen the deeds of 
YHWH but know of them. This hypothesis would corroborate my previous conclu-
sions that the OG Josh holds the more original text of this verse, which has been 
further edited in MT Josh and—in this case—OG Judg. Some minor support for this 
line of argument comes from La100 which supports the MT Judg reading with viderunt. 
This conclusion should, however, be viewed with caution, as these verbs can be used 
quite synonymously. 
 In the last verse reporting Joshua's burial, Joshua and Judges differ on the name 
of the burial place. Where MT Joshua reads ִתְמַנת־ֶסַרח, MT Judges has ִתְמַנת־ֶחֶרס. This 
could be a simple metathesis either way. In OG Joshua, B reads Θαμναθασαχαρα and 
A θαμνασαχαρ. Whichever is the correct OG reading, it still probably reflects the He-
brew ִתְמַנת־ֶסַרח since in Judges ־ֶחֶרסִתְמַנת  is transcribed with either Θαμναθαρες (B) 
or θαμναθαρεως (A). If the change was intentional, the more original reading would 
probably be ִתְמַנת־ֶחֶרס since it can be perceived as more offensive.492 This, however, 
is speculative, as it is not clear whether the place name would have really been per-
ceived as offensive. Thus, either one could be the more original reading. 
3.4.2.6 The Extended Ending in the OG (v. 33a, b) 
In the OG, verse 24:33 begins with the introductory formula Καὶ ἐγένετο μετὰ ταῦτα 
“And it happened after these things”, which is not present in the MT. Both versions 
then report the death of Eleazar and his burial to Gibeah, which is in the hill country 
of Ephraim. MT Josh ends there, but the OG continues with two distinct verses. Verse 
33a reports that the Israelites carried the ark of YHWH in their midst while Eleazar's 
son Phinehas served as the priest, until he also died and was interred in Gibeah. In 
verse 33b, the tone of the chapter suddenly changes as the Israelites, after departing 
each to their own place, start to worship Astarte, Astaroth, and the gods of the sur-
rounding nations. Because of this, the Lord delivers the Israelites into the hands of 
                                                     
492 As argued by Auld 1975, 264. The offensiveness comes from it being connected with the worship 
of the sun (ֶחֶרס). 
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Eglom for eighteen years. In other words, while Josh 24 ends in the MT with the Isra-
elites remaining loyal to YHWH, the OG concludes with the typical vicious circle of 
the Israelites who break their promise to worship YHWH alone. 
 The longer ending of Josh 24 in the OG has received some discussion in the 
scholarly literature, but the various solutions remain inconclusive. In my opinion, the 
earlier text-critical models have been too quick to judge the whole ending either as 
a later addition or omission, without giving enough attention to the intricacies in the 
content of these two separate verses. Two influential opposing solutions were pre-
sented in the 1980s by Rösel and Rofé. I will briefly summarize these solutions, since 
they illustrate the simplifications usually made when dealing with the extended end-
ing of Joshua. 
 In his 1980 article, Die Überleitungen vom Josua ins Richterbuch, Rösel de-
fended the traditional view, stating that the MT contains the most original shorter 
reading. Rösel's argument consists of four observations that speak for the secondary 
nature of the plusses in the OG. First, the introductory formula (ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ) 
in verse 33a raises the suspicion that we might be dealing with a later addition. Sec-
ond, the verse has a clear connection with Judg 20:27–28 that reports Phinehas serv-
ing as a priest in front of the ark, and which also is probably a later addition in its 
contexts.493 This, according to Rösel, also casts doubts on the originality of 24:33a. 
Third, the place name ἐν Γαβαὰθ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ seems to be an ad hoc formulation cre-
ated “besides a writing table”. Fourth, the beginning of verse 33b includes a repeti-
tion from verse 28 (ἕκαστος εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτοῦ) and could thus be a sign of being a 
later addition.494 The editorial technique utilized here is resumptive repetition (Wied-
eraufnahme). I will return to this fourth claim below since it is, in my opinion, the 
most persuasive part of Rösel's argument. 
 The priority of the longer ending in the OG has been defended by Rofé in his 
article The End of the Book of Joshua According to the Septuagint. His proposal has 
                                                     
493 There are at least two problems with these verses in the context of Judg 20. First, it is the only 
passage in the book of Judges where the Ark of the Covenant appears. Second, it is chronologically 
awkward to introduce Phinehas at such a late point in the narrative of Judges, since he was supposed 
to have already lived in the times of Moses and Joshua (see, for example, Num 25 and Josh 22). Against 
the conclusion that Judg 20:27–28 is a later addition see, for example, Butler 2009. 447. 
494 Rösel 1980, 349. 
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been relatively influential and has been adapted by, for example, Tov in his introduc-
tory work to the textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible.495 Rofé argues that the version 
in the OG includes in its entirety an earlier version of Joshua's ending. The mention 
of Eglom at the end originally linked the book of Joshua with Judg 3:12, where Israel's 
apostasy and deliverance into the hands of Eglom is narrated. Thus, Rofé argues that 
the OG ending of Joshua preserves the lost link between the once unified books of 
Joshua and Judges. This link was lost when the longer ending was omitted in the MT 
version of Joshua, during the separation of the books and the addition of late mate-
rial in Judg 1:1–3:11. In addition to a text-critical evaluation, Rofé introduces external 
evidence for the priority of the OG Joshua ending. The Damascus Document men-
tions in the same context five items present in the longer ending of Joshua: the Ark, 
the death of Eleazar and Joshua, the elders, and the worship of Astaroth. This, ac-
cording to Rofé, is evidence that the ending of Joshua in the OG was known to the 
author of the Damascus Document in its original Hebrew form.496  
 Already at this point it should be noted that this external evidence does not 
solve whether the text of the OG is earlier or not. If these two verses were secondarily 
added to the Hebrew, the author of the Damascus Document may have simply used 
the version that had gone through the addition of these verses. Thus, the evaluation 
should be done based on internal arguments.497 
 The main problem with these and other past explanations is that they attempt 
to explain both verses of the extended ending together. When one compares verses 
33a and 33b, it is apparent that they differ markedly in their tone and content. First, 
verse 33a is firmly linked with the earlier verses where the Israelites are still faithful 
to YHWH and the burial of an important figure is narrated. Verse 33b, conversely, 
disrupts this continuity and introduces a surprising and abrupt abandonment of 
YHWH. Second, the mention of Phinehas in 33a further underlines the different tone 
between 33a and 33b. In the book of Joshua, Phinehas the son of Eleazar is a zealous 
defender of the correct worship of YHWH. In Josh 22, it is Phinehas who leads the 
convoy to remind the tribes east of Jordan, in accordance with Deut 12, that there 
can only be one true altar for YHWH. Moreover, elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible 
                                                     
495 Tov 2012, 298. 
496 Rofé 1982. 
497 Some criticism against arguing with the Damascus Document was also raised by Rösel 2002. 
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Phinehas serves as a model of a faithful servant of YHWH for subsequent generations 
(see, for example, Num 25:1–13, Ps 106:28–31, and 1 Macc 2:26).498 After such an 
emphasis on the fidelity of the Israelites in 33a, the sudden apostasy in 33b seems 
surprising. Therefore, due to the different content and tone, these verses should be 
considered separately. 
 Verse 24:33a is text-historically probably earlier than 24:33b, since it belongs 
closely together with the preceding verses 28–33. There are at least five arguments 
supporting this claim. First, it has been noted by several scholars that chapter 24 is 
related to verses 8:30–35.499 Both describe an event taking place in Shechem, both 
describe a ceremonial act involving all the tribes of Israel led by Joshua, both include 
the book of law, and—as concluded in section 3.2.2.1—the list of elders in the open-
ing verse 24:1 was in its earliest form (OG) identical with the list of elders in 8:33. 
What is missing from MT Josh 24 is the ark, which plays a pivotal role in 8:30–35. Josh 
24:33a in the OG, however, links the ark to the covenant chapter 24. Considering the 
other parallels with 8:30–35, this supports the originality of verse 33a. 
 Second, the notion that Phinehas succeeded as priest after the death of his 
father is not found anywhere else in the Hebrew Bible.500 However, in light of the 
prominence of Phinehas in Joshua (Josh 22), such a mention is suitable at the end of 
Joshua. By mentioning him as a priest and reporting his burial, Phinehas is envisioned 
as one of the elders “that outlived Joshua” (MT Josh 24:31), during whose lifetime 
the Israelites remained faithful to YHWH. The argument that the succession of the 
priesthood to Phinehas is an early part of Josh 24 is strengthened by the presence of 
such traditions in two other sources. After having reported the death of Joshua, Jo-
sephus tells that around the same time Eleazar died “leaving the high priesthood to 
his son Phineas” (Ant. 5.119).501 In addition, SamJosh, which also has many other 
parallels with the OG, likewise reports that Phinehas continued as a priest after the 
death of Joshua (SamJosh 23:16).502 When one considers all the scant mentions that 
                                                     
498 For an analysis of figure of Phinehas in the Hebrew Bible, see Spencer 1992, 346–347. 
499 Soggin 1972, 241–244 and Mayes 1983, 50–51. 
500 In Judg 22:27–28 it is assumed that Phinehas had inherited the priesthood from Eleazar, but the 
actual succession is not narrated. 
501 Even though Josephus seems to follow the MT more closely than the LXX in his retelling of the 
book of Joshua, it is possible that he derived this information from the LXX. See Begg 2007, 129–145 
for more on this issue and a thorough analysis of Ant. 5.115–119 in relation to MT and OG Josh 23–
24, Pseudo-Philo, and the Samaritan Joshua material.    
502 This was noted already at the beginning of 20th century by Gaster (1909, 120), but has not been 
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Phinehas continued as a priest after the death of his father (OG Josh 24:33a, Judg 
20:27–28, Josephus, and SamJosh), Josh 24 is certainly the most plausible original 
context for the provenance of such a tradition. There, he was included among the 
elders during whose time the Israelites remained loyal to YHWH. Therefore, it is likely 
that the OG, Josephus, and SamJosh preserve here an early tradition lost from the 
MT. 
 Third, the Greek language of this verse is Hebraistic, and its possible retrover-
sion fits stylistically well into the context.503 For example, the Greek ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ 
clearly reflects ַּבּיֹום ַההּוא in a Hebrew Vorlage, a phrase which also links it directly 
with the event in the last verse. 
 Fourth, as Rösel noted, Josh 24:33a is closely connected with Judg 20:27–28, 
where Phinehas serves as the priest in front of the ark. These verses in the context 
of Judg 20 are probably a late addition.504 If we assume that the depiction of Phinehas 
serving as the priest in front of the ark originates from Josh 24, it is possible to explain 
where the secondary addition Judg 20:27–28 was taken from. It is conceivable that a 
later scribe took this depiction from the earlier ending of Josh 24 and inserted it into 
Judg 20, where it clearly is an interpolation. Such an assumption fits well together 
with the other occasions where the book of Judges would have secondarily taken 
ideas from the book of Joshua.505 
 Fifth, there are two possible reasons for the omission of verse 33a in a later 
proto-MT phase. On the one hand, it is possible that the mention of the death of 
Phinehas was omitted to harmonize it with information found in the book of Judges. 
After Judg 20:27–28 had at some point been secondarily added to Judg 20, an editor 
might have concluded that the death of Phinehas should not be reported at the end 
of Josh 24, since he is still alive in Judges. Thus, ironically, verses Judg 20:27–28, 
which were originally created based on Josh 24:33a, later caused the omission of Josh 
24:33a. On the other hand, it is also possible that the omission is related to the strug-
gles related to the purity of the priesthood in the Second Temple period. While 
                                                     
taken into account by subsequent scholars dealing with the extended ending in OG Josh 24. See also 
Tov 2015a, 215–216. 
503 See the retroversion below. 
504 Also Guillaume 2004, 207. 
505 The death and burial of Joshua, for example, was secondarily adapted from Josh 24 to Judg 2:6–
9. See 3.4.2.3. 
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Phinehas indeed belonged to the “correct” Aaronide line of priests, there might have 
been a concern that Phinehas the son of Eleazar could be mixed up with Phinehas 
the son of Eli. Phinehas the son of Eli, together with his brother Hophni, were bad 
priests (1 Sam 2:12–36) to whom the editors of the Hebrew Bible attributed the elim-
ination of the priestly line of Eli (1 Kgs 2:27). Thus, the omission of the verse dealing 
with Phinehas (OG Josh 24:33a) in a late textual phase might have been motivated 
by concerns arising from the later historical books. Since the ending of Josh 24 was 
also otherwise subjected to heavy editing, the secondary omission of Josh 24:33a 
due to one of these reasons is more than plausible. 
 Verse 24:33b in the OG, conversely, is more problematic, and it has all the fea-
tures of a later harmonizing addition. At least four arguments support this claim. 
First, as already mentioned, it begins by repeating an element taken from verse 28 
(ἕκαστος εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτῶν “each to their place”), thus forming a resumptive repe-
tition. This was the editorial technique with which a later scribe inserted this verse 
into the text. Second, verse 33b is in contradiction with the movements of the people 
in Josh 24. The chapter first presents a dialogue in Shechem between Joshua and the 
people in which the Israelites give a threefold promise to worship YHWH alone. This 
dialogue ends in verse 27 with the erection of a stone as a witness to the promise. In 
verse 28, the people return each to their own places. When verse 33b reports again 
that the Israelites returned to their own places, it assumes that the people were gath-
ered in one place, when the chapter has already started reporting on the deaths and 
burials of great men.  
 Third, the content of the verse is abrupt, and contradicts with what has been 
concluded in the chapter. Suddenly, the Israelites start to worship forbidden gods. 
Such a contrast between the fidelity and apostasy of the Israelites is a central struc-
ture in Judges. The theme might therefore have been imported into the end of 
Joshua from the book of Judges. In fact, when studied more closely, the added verse 
33b does seem to be borrowed from the book of Judges. It contains many elements 
found in Judges 2:6, 11–13, and 3:12–14.506 Hence, the purpose of the addition might 
be related to an aim of bringing the ending of the book of Joshua into closer con-
formity with the history of deterioration, as reported in Judges. 
                                                     
506 Trebolle 2016, 192–193. The connections of Josh 24:33b with Judg 2 undermines the argument 
by Rofé that 24:33b would preserve the original ending linking with Judg 3:17. 
166 
 
 Fourth, it is peculiar that the gods Astarte and Astaroth are mentioned to-
gether. The Greek words Ἀστάρτη and Ασταρωθ are both used to translate the He-
brew עשתרות. Only in 2 Chr 15:16 is Ἀστάρτη used for 507.ֲאֵׁשָרה Rofé suggests that 
this is a rendition of the Hebrew  עשתרת ואת עשתרות but nowhere in the Hebrew 
Bible do we find these words presented as they are here.508 These linguistic peculiar-
ities, together with the arguments mentioned earlier, corroborate the lateness of this 
verse. 
 Finally, it is probable that verse 33b was already present in the Hebrew Vorlage 
of the OG. The translation technique of Joshua is varying, but while the translator 
does take some liberties, as I have concluded earlier, he would not have made such 
radical additions, but remained quite loyal to the Hebrew source text.509 Verse 33b 
is also relatively Hebraistic, which supports the claim that it was added by a Hebrew 
scribe and merely translated into Greek.  
 A possible retroversion from the OG text into Hebrew further illustrates the 
point that verses 33a and 33b were both originally composed in Hebrew.510 Although 
such a retroversion is not without problems, it illustrates how relatively easily the 
Hebrew source text can be deduced from the type of Greek that the translator used. 
 
Vorlage of OG Josh 24:33a-b OG Josh 24:33a-b 
33a ההוא ביום  
 ישראל בני לקחו
 האלהים ארון את
 ישאוו
  פינחס ויכהן
  אביו אלעזר תחת
  ויקבר מת אשר עד
 לו אשר בגבעה
33a ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ  
λαβόντες οἱ υἱοὶ Ἰσραήλ  
τὴν κιβωτὸν τοῦ θεοῦ  
περιεφέροσαν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς,511 
καὶ Φινεες ἱεράτευσεν  
ἀντὶ Ελεαζαρ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ,  
ἕως ἀπέθανεν καὶ κατωρύγη  
ἐν Γαβααθ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ. 
33b הלכו ישראל ובני 
  למקומו איש
 ולעירו
33b οἱ δὲ υἱοὶ Ἰσραήλ ἀπήλθοσαν  
ἕκαστος εἰς τὸν τόπον αὐτῶν  
καὶ εἰς τὴν ἑαυτῶν πόλιν.  
                                                     
507 Thus also Rösel 2002, 18. 
508 Rofé 1982, 21. 
509 See section 2.3.2. 
510 This point is elaborated by Rofé (1982, 21), who also gave a possible retroversion of these verses. 
511 ἐν ἑαυτοῖς is likely an interpretive addition made by the translator. 
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 ישראל ינב וייראו
 עשתרות ואת עשתרת את
  העמים אלהי ואת
 םהסביבותי אשר
  יהוה ויתנם
 מואב מלך עגלון ביד
 שנה עשרה שמנה בהם וימשל
καὶ ἐσέβοντο οἱ υἱοὶ Ἰσραήλ  
τὴν Ἀστάρτην καὶ Ασταρωθ  
καὶ τοὺς θεοὺς τῶν ἐθνῶν  
τῶν κύκλῳ αὐτῶν·  
καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς κύριος  
εἰς χεῖρας Εγλωμ τῷ βασιλεῖ Μωαβ,  
καὶ ἐκυρίευσεν αὐτῶν ἔτη δέκα ὀκτώ. 
 
To sum up, OG verses Josh 24:33a and b probably derive from the hands of different 
Hebrew scribes. Verse 33a is likely earlier and better linked with the rest of the chap-
ter, while verse 33b creates a secondary link with Judges. It is another question which 
text should be reconstructed as earliest in textual criticism. If the argument pre-
sented in my preceding discussion is accepted, there are two solutions. 
First, it could be concluded that the ending reflected by the Hebrew Vorlage of 
the OG, along with 24:31a and 24:33a–b, is the best text-critically recoverable text. 
In this case, Josh 24:33b would be the latest verse added to the chapter in its literary 
growth. The MT would then be regarded as preserving an even later textual form, 
which has gone through omissions and a reorganizing of the ending due to the rea-
sons discussed earlier. 
Second, it is possible that the common archetypal text form behind the endings 
of MT and OG Josh 24 ended with the Hebrew Vorlage of OG Josh 24:33a. This text 
was heavily edited in the proto-MT phase, changing the order of the text and omit-
ting two verses. The Hebrew Vorlage behind the OG is then closer to this earliest text 
form, but at some point a scribe secondarily added verse 24:33b to it, and in this way 
harmonized the text closer to the book of Judges. Since the verse is missing from the 
MT, the MT is earlier in this regard. 
The only difference between these two solutions is whether the proto-MT ed-
itors knew the late verse 24:33b or not. In other words, did they omit it, or did it not 
yet exist? This issue can probably not be solved with the preserved evidence. Never-
theless, from the point of view of editorial history, two conclusions remain: first, the 
ending of Joshua in the MT witnesses to omissions and reorganizing and, second, the 
OG contains early material missing from the MT and a late addition harmonizing the 
ending with the book of Judges. 
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3.5 Text-Critical Conclusions 
To sum up, the results of the text-critical analysis are gathered in the table below. 
The table is not a presentation of all individual textual variants—instead, it presents 
an overview of significant content related differences between the textual witnesses. 
The primacy between the OG and the MT is indicated with an X either column. 
 





1 24:1 Alignment of the list of leaders X  3.2.2.1 
2 24:1, 25 Replacement of Shechem with Shiloh  X 3.2.2.2 
3 24:3 Addition of Canaan X  3.2.2.7 
4 24:4–5 Secondary harmonizing additions to-
wards 1 Sam 12 in MT 
X  3.2.2.3 
5 24:4–5  Original link with Deut 26:5–6 in OG 
lost due to a scribal mistake 
X  3.2.2.3 
6 24:5–13 Change of speaker from Joshua to 
YHWH 
X  3.2.2.5 
7 24:6 Addition of fathers X  3.3.2.3 
8 24:7 Change of subject from “we” to “they” X  3.2.2.4 
9 24:8 Change of the subject of destruction 
from you to YHWH 
X  3.2.2.5 
10 24:9 Addition of Balaam’s title X  3.2.2.5 
11 24:11 Rearrangement of the list of seven na-
tions with transpositions 
X  3.2.2.6 
12 24:12 Change of two kings to twelve kings  X 3.2.2.7 
13 24:14 Addition of “foreign”  X 3.3.2.6 
14 24:15 Addition of “gods of your fathers” X  3.3.2.6 
15 24:15 Omission of “because he is holy” X  3.3.2.6 
16 24:17 Scribal mistake omitting “he is God” X  3.3.2.2 
17 24:17 Large Exodus related addition X  3.3.2.2 
18 24:18 Transposition of Amorites/people X  3.3.2.6 
19 24:22 Addition of “we are witnesses” X  3.3.2.3 
20 24:24 Addition of “our God” X  3.3.2.6 
21 24:25 Addition of the tent  X 3.2.2.2 
22 24:26 Omission of “the sanctuary”  X 3.3.2.4 
23 24:27 Addition of “today”  X 3.3.2.5 
24 24:27 Softening rewriting at the end of the 
verse 
X  3.3.1 & 
3.3.2.5 
25 24:29 OG Transposition of a whole verse X  3.4.2.2 
26 24:31a Omission of the flint knives X  3.4.2.3 
27 24:33a Omission of the ark and Phinehas X  3.4.2.6 
28 24:33b Addition linking with Judges  X 3.4.2.6 
 
There are significant differences between OG and MT Josh in almost every verse of 
chapter 24. The key differences are quantified in the table above. The focus is on 
significant content related differences; that is, specific differences in meaning be-
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tween the textual traditions are labeled under one ID. A single ID might contain var-
ious numbers of textual variants, as long as the variants relate to the same phenom-
enon. For example, the change of speaker in Josh 24:5–13 (ID 6) consists of over ten 
textual variants, while the replacement of Shechem with Shiloh (ID 2) only relates to 
two variants. Another quality of a single ID is that the difference was achieved 
through a specific editorial technique (addition, omission, rewriting, and transposi-
tion). This links the summary to the upcoming section 5. This categorization is de-
pendent upon my qualitative analysis of the variants in the preceding sections.512  
According to this classification, there are 28 significant content related differ-
ences between the MT and the OG of Josh 24. In majority of the differences—that is 
in 21 cases (75%)—the OG should be preferred. In 7 instances, the MT (25%) probably 
contains the earlier reading. Thus, in majority of the cases, the OG should be pre-
ferred as preserving the earlier textual form.513 
 Prior to this study, several scholars have argued that the OG reflects a Hebrew 
version of the book of Joshua that is not only different but also earlier than the MT.514 
My textual analysis of Josh 24 mostly substantiates this claim. However, OG Josh 24 
also contains elements that should be regarded as secondary in relation to the MT. 
Most notable are the change of location and the late verse 33b. These changes are 
so substantial that they should not be attributed to the translator, but to editing be-
hind the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG. Thus, one needs to assume that both the Hebrew 
Vorlage of the OG and the proto-MT version once split from a common archetypal 
Hebrew text form. After this split, both have been exposed to various editorial intru-
sions. Nevertheless, when one compares the secondary editorial intrusions in the MT 
with those in the OG it becomes clear that the OG is much closer to this archetypal 
text form. To simplify: if we only had the OG, and the MT was not preserved, we 
                                                     
512 Admittedly, the categorization could be done in various other ways depending on different re-
search questions. My approach here should be understood in the wider context of this study. Because 
of my approach, many textual variants are also left out from this table. For instance, the stylistic omis-
sion of “I gave” in OG Josh 24:4 does not count as a significant content related variant, since it is minor 
and does not affect the meaning of the verse. 
513 Note that here the quantification of variants is based on content, not the amount of text. There-
fore, the numbers should not be understood in the latter way; in other words, the OG does not hold 
the earliest reading in 75% of the amount of text, but rather 75% of the cases of significant content-
related variants. 
514 See section 2.3.3. 
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would be closer to the earlier text form of Josh 24 than if we only had the MT and 
the OG was not preserved. 
 Based on this analysis, a model of the textual history of Josh 24 as attested by 
text-critical evidence can be constructed as illustrated in the chart below. 
 
  
           














Chart: Textual development of Josh 24 as attested by documented evidence 
 
How does this model of textual growth in Josh 24 relate to the book of Joshua? Nat-
urally, one cannot generalize the text-critical findings from Josh 24 to the whole book 
as such. However, the model put forth here corroborates the conclusions made by 
Lea Mazor after an analysis of material from the book of Joshua. According to her 
analysis, the proto-MT and the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG have a common source 
from which both eventually diverged and developed independently.515 This common 
source corresponds to the “Josh 24 archetype” in the model above and, in the light 
of the thorough analysis of Mazor, I would assume that the situation in Josh 24 is not 
radically different from the whole composition. In addition, my analysis of Josh 24 
aligns with a significant amount of research, beginning in 1914 with the work of Sam-
uel Holmes, that suggests that OG Joshua generally preserves an earlier text of the 
                                                     
515 Mazor 1994, 38. 
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book of Joshua when compared to the MT.516 Therefore, studies aiming to recon-
struct the textual and editorial history of the book of Joshua cannot afford to dismiss 
the OG; it needs to be considered as a valuable textual witness. 
 The editorial intrusions behind the proto-MT text of Josh 24 are not random. 
Two possible editorial motivations can be discerned behind these changes.517 The 
first motivation is ideological, and the second more textual or literary in nature. 
 First, behind the proto-MT editing there seems to have been nomistic motiva-
tions at play. This nomistic editing sought to align texts in the book of Joshua with 
important texts and concepts in the Pentateuch.518 The authority of the Pentateuch 
was derived from Moses. Especially the book of Deuteronomy is often behind the 
secondary nomistic editorial intrusions observed in Josh 24.519 In the preceding anal-
ysis, the following variants reflect this editorial motive.  
 
 The rewriting behind Josh 5:4–6 and its connection with the omission of 
21:42d and 24:31a. A later editor or a group of editors wished to align the 
circumcision accounts with legal material found in the Pentateuch.520 The aim 
of this editing was to ensure that Joshua and the Israelites were faithful to 
the Torah and their actions did not contradict central claims of the Penta-
teuch. Specifically, a key concern behind the proto-MT editing relates to the 
conquest of the Promised Land. In Josh 5 it was highlighted that the Israelites 
were faithful to the law before the conquest. Also, the question of which gen-
eration did conquer the Promised Land was important. According to Deuter-
onomy, nobody from the Exodus generation should have seen the Promised 
Land (Deut 34–46). In the proto-MT editing of Josh 5:4–6, the distinction be-
tween the two generations was sharpened by reporting the death of the older 
generation to execute the sanction ordered by YHWH. In addition, concerns 
of ritual purity led to rewriting in the circumcision account. This motivation 
                                                     
516 This research has been summarized in section 2.3.3. 
517 It is another question whether this editing can be labeled as a redaction. Probably not, if the term 
redaction refers to a consistent creation of a literary whole as envisioned behind the Deuteronomistic 
history. 
518 This was also recently noted—referring to Josh 5 and 20—by Finsterbusch 2016: “- - tendency to 
connect and conform legal material to (different) pentateuchal legislation.” 
519 On the popularity of Deuteronomy in the late Second Temple Judaism, see Crawford 2005. 
520 See section 3.4.2.3. 
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might have also been at play in the earlier editorial history of Josh 24, as will 
be illustrated in section 4. 
 In verse 24:8, the editor wanted to highlight that all war activities should be 
attributed to YHWH. Being successful in battle was not a merit of the people. 
This was achieved by changing the subject of the ban from the people to 
YHWH.521 
 In verse 24:15, an editor softened the reference to the polytheism of the pa-
triarchs by changing the possessive expression to a relative clause.522 
 In verse 24:17, a large addition ("from the land of Egypt, the house of slavery 
where he performed these great miracles before our very own eyes") filled in 
language from Deuteronomy into the Exodus remembrance. This gave the 
verse a much more Deuteronomistic flavor than in the earlier text preserved 
by the OG.523 
 The role of Moses has been subtly increased in the proto-MT editing of Josh 
24. In Josh 24:5, the phrase “and I sent Moses and Aaron” was added. Josh 
24:31a was omitted, deleting the emphasis on Joshua (rather than Moses) as 
the leader of the Exodus. The sequence of events in the death and burial ac-
count of Joshua (MT Josh 24:28–31) was aligned with the sequence of events 
in the death and burial account of Moses (Deut 34:5–9). This editorial motive 
is not limited only to Josh 24. In the book of Joshua, there are six instances 
where Moses in mentioned in the MT but not in the earlier text of the OG 
(Josh 1:14; 4:10; 13:33; 14:2, 3; 24:5). In addition, the title of Moses as a “serv-
ant of YHWH” is secondarily added in four verses in the MT (Josh 1:1, 15; 12:6; 
22:4). It is probably not a coincidence that the several variants pertaining to 
the role of Moses are concentrated in the first and last chapter of the book of 
Joshua. One would expect that an editor wanting to increase the authority of 
the book of Joshua by appealing to Moses would focus especially on editing 
the beginning and ending of the composition. In a way, such editing enve-
lopes the book with the authority derived from Moses.524 
                                                     
521 See section 3.2.2.5. 
522 See section 3.3.2.1. 
523 See section 3.3.2.2. 
524 See also Finsterbusch 2016: “The intention was obviously to underline that Joshua was totally 




It should also be noted that some ideological motivations can be observed behind 
the minor secondary features in the Hebrew Vorlage of OG Josh 24. In Josh 24:1 and 
24:25–26, several variants were explained together. The change from Shechem to 
Shiloh was done to harmonize the chapter with earlier passages in Joshua, and to 
highlight a separation from the Samaritan community of faith. The addition of the 
tent of YHWH strengthened the view that the covenant making took place at Shiloh. 
Along with the change of the locale, theological problems were removed that arose 
from the statement that holy stones and trees were present in the sanctuary of 
YHWH.525 The notion that ideological concerns have led to editorial intrusions not 
only in the proto-MT editing, but also to a smaller degree in the Hebrew Vorlage of 
the OG, emphasizes that such editing is not limited to one-time editorial intrusions 
or certain communities. In the later part of the Second Temple period, there were 
probably several scribal circles that wanted to make minor ideological changes to the 
texts they were transmitting. 
 This editorial motivation is related to recent discussion concerning the nomistic 
editors of the Second Temple period. In the Deuteronomistic paradigm, it is often 
assumed that one of the latest redactional layers of the historical books were no-
mistic in nature. Several scholars have tried to differentiate between different no-
mistic editors (e.g. DtrN1, DtrN2, DtrB).526 My textual analysis of Josh 24 reveals that 
sporadic nomistic editing took place even in the latest stages of the textual history 
attested by documented evidence. Since the beginning of the nomistic movement is 
usually dated to the late 6th century, it seems that we are not dealing with a clearly 
defined redaction but with an editorial process extending over several hundreds of 
years. The process is apparently linked with the rising authority of Moses and the 
Torah in the Second Temple period. 
 Second, aside from the Pentateuch, the proto-MT editing introduced some sec-
ondary alignments towards other texts and phrases in Joshua and the Hebrew Bible. 
Such an increase of inner-biblical connections strengthened the character of Josh 24 
                                                     
525 See section 3.3.2.4. 
526 For a helpful summary of the discussion see Pakkala 2008, 251–268. 
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as a text referencing to various books in the Hebrew Bible.527 These editorial intru-
sions could also be seen as an attempt to integrate Josh 24 more closely into a larger 
literary corpus (possibly the Deuteronomistic history), and to strengthen literary con-
nections within such a corpus. The following variants were observed in the textual 
analysis of this study. 
 
 The earlier list of leaders in OG Josh 24:1, which was similar to Josh 8:33, was 
reorganized to accord with the list of leaders in Josh 23:2. 
 In Josh 24:3, “Canaan” ְּכָנַען was added to align the verse with idiomatic phrase 
 ;land of Canaan" found elsewhere in the book of Joshua (Josh. 5:12" ֶאֶרץ ְּכָנַען
14:1; 21:2; 22:9–11, 32). 
 Four added secondary elements in the MT missing from the OG were second-
ary alignments towards the farewell speech of Samuel in 1 Sam 12.528 
 Several secondary features in the MT are connected with Mic 6:4. The addi-
tion of the sending of Moses and Aaron to Josh 24:5 is similar to the sending 
of Moses, Aaron, and Miriam.529 Also, the added phrase “from the land of 
Egypt, the house of slavery” in Josh 24:17 is a phrase found in Mic 6:4. In this 
instance, it is hard to imagine that an editor would have wanted to bring Josh 
24 closer to Mic 6:4. It is more probable that both the secondary features in 
MT Josh 24 and the phrases in Mic 6:4 employ common language that was 
used by Second Temple scribes. Therefore, we might speak of a larger phe-
nomenon of bringing the books in the Hebrew Bible closer one another by 
employing idiomatic language. 
 
Not all secondary features in the proto-MT editing can be characterized as deriving 
from ideological, nomistic, harmonistic, or other significant motivations. Many edi-
torial intrusions seem to be ad hoc in character, and may have been made by single 
scribes noticing gaps or problems in the text they were transmitting. For example, 
the addition of the title “son of Beor” in 24:9 is an addition based on traditional lan-
guage that any scribe could have made as a part of the transmission process.530 Due 
                                                     
527 See section 4.2. 
528 See section 3.2.2.3. 
529 See section 3.2.2.3. 
530 See section 3.2.2.7. 
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to the random nature of many editorial intrusions, one should not automatically at-
tribute all changes to specific editors. The secondary changes observed in the OG and 
the MT may have accumulated over a longer period, and during several instances of 
copying. Therefore, the chart above is also necessarily a simplification. In the tree of 
the development of Josh 24 there may have been several branches that cannot be 
reconstructed due to the random nature of the preserved evidence. 
 Textual criticism reveals that Josh 24 was heavily edited even in the latest 
stages visible in the textual evidence. Since the preservation of textual evidence is 
due to random chance, it is probable that editing also took place that is not preserved 
in the evidence from different textual traditions. In the next section 4, I will apply the 
editorial patterns visible in the documented evidence to the evaluation of the various 
proposed literary and redactional developments in Josh 24. Before this literary and 
redaction critical analysis, however, a brief look at the Samaritan version of Joshua’s 
farewell speech is in order, since it contains several interesting readings and has not 
yet been integrated into the discussion in past research. 
3.6 The Samaritan Farewell Speech of Joshua 
Although the nature of the Samaritan versions of Joshua is disputed, a closer exami-
nation of the Samaritan farewell speech of Joshua is interesting, coming after the 
textual analysis of the major textual witnesses. Contrary to the MT and the OG, Sam-
Josh does not contain two distinct farewell speeches by Joshua. Instead, SamJosh 22 
presents a combination of the beginning of Josh 23, the key parts of Josh 24, and an 
addition from Deut 4 dispersed with unique Samaritan additions. While SamJosh 22 
presents many passages of Josh 24, it does not contain many parts: these missing 
parts might be interesting, since they overlap significantly with material that is often 
regarded as late additions in literary criticism. The text of SamJosh 22 is next pre-
sented, together with a brief analysis. 
 In the following table, SamJosh 22 is presented together with a translation fol-
lowing the edition by Gaster.531 The farewell speech can also be found in Sepher 
Hayamim with minor variants, suggesting that at least this part of the Samaritan book 
                                                     
531 For the text of SamJosh see Gaster 1908, 273–275 and section 2.5.2. For the text of Sepher Haya-
mim see Macdonald 1969, 98–99; 29–31. 
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of Joshua has a longer history.532 The text with no markings follows both the MT and 
the OG, agreements with the OG are boxed, and agreements with the MT are marked 
with bold. The unique readings of SamJosh are highlighted with a gray background. 
 





  רבים ימים מקץ ויהי
 לישראל יהוה הניח אחרי
 מסביב איביהם מכל
  בימים בא זקו נון בן ויהושע
Josh 23:1 This happened after a long time 
when YHWH had given rest to Israel 
from all their enemies around 









  יהושע ויאסף
 שכמה ישראל שבטי כל את
  ויקרא




 המבחר המקום אל אליו ויעלו
  אל בית הרגריזים
  האלהים לפני ויתיצבו
 מועד אהל בפתח
Josh 24:1 And Joshua gathered 
all the tribes of Israel to Shechem 
and summoned 




and they went up to the chosen place 
at Mount Gerizim in Bethel 
and they set themselves before God 




 וון בן יהושע אליהם ויאמר
 ניכםמב והלך מת אנכי
  ידעתם ואתם




And Joshua, son of Nun, said to them: 
“I am about to die and depart from you. 
You know  
all that YHWH has done for you. 
  אבותיכם את ויוציא 8
  מצרים מארץ
  ובמלחמה ובמופתים באותות
  נטויה ובזרוע חזקה וביד
  גדלים ובמראים







He brought your fathers out  
of the land of Egypt 
with signs, wonders, war,  
a strong and outstretched hand, 
and great miracles; 
you crossed the Sea of Reeds  
on dry land 
  ארץה את לכם ויתן 9
  בה םיגעת לא אשר
  בניתם לא אשר עריםהו
  בהם ותשבו
  וזיתים כרמים
 אכלים אתם םתנטע לא אשר
Josh 24:13 and he gave you the land 
which you did not labor 
and the cities that you did not build 
and you live in them; 
of vineyards and olive yards 
that you did not plant, you will eat. 
  אלהיכם יהוה את יראו ועתה 10
 אתו םועבדת
  ובאמה בתמים
Josh 24:14 And now fear YHWH your God 
and serve him 
in sincerity and in faithfulness. 
                                                     
532 The Arabic Samaritan book of Joshua does not contain the farewell speech. 
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 הנכר אלהי את והסירו
  ניכםמב
  תעבדו ולא
   לבדו אלהיכם יהוה את אם כי
And put away the foreign gods 
from among you  
and do not serve them 
for YHWH your god you shall serve. 
  בעיניכם רע ואם 11
  אלהיכם יהוה את לעבד
  היום לכם בחרו
  תעבדון מי
  אלהיכם יהוה את אם
  הגוים אלהי את אם
  בארצם יושבים אתם אשר
  וביתי ואנכי
  נעבד לא
 לבדו אלהינו יהוה את אם כי
Josh 24:15 If it is bad in your eyes 
to serve YHWH your God 
choose for yourselves today  
whom you will serve, 
either YHWH your god 
or the gods of the nations 
in whose land you are living. 
But I and my household  
will not serve them  
for we will serve YHWH our God.” 
  ויאמר העם כל ויען 12
  מעזב לנו הלילה
  אלהינו יהוה את
 אחרים אלהים לעבד
Josh 24:16 And all the people answered and said: 
"Far be it from us that we forsake 
YHWH our God 
to serve other gods 
  נעבד אלהינו יהוה כי 13
  אלהינו הוא כי
  אבותנו ואלהי
Josh 24:21b 
Josh 24:18b 
for YHWH our God we will serve 
for he is our God  






  העם אל יהושע ויאמר
  בכם אתם עבדים
  לכם בחרתם אתם כי







Then Joshua said to the people: 
“You are witnesses against yourselves 
that you have chosen to yourselves  
YHWH, to serve him.” 
And they said: “(we are) witnesses!” 
  נון בן יהושא ויכרת 16
  ההוא ביום לעם ברית
 חק לו וישם
  ומשפת
  חקדושה שכם בעיר
  מתחת היא אשר
  אל בית גריזים להר
 המשפט כסא וישמה
Josh 24:25 So, Joshua, son of Nun, made  
a covenant with the people that day 
and gave them statutes  
and ordinances 
in the holy city Shechem  
which is at the foot  
of Mt. Gerizim, Bethel, 








  בספר האלה הדברים את ויכתב
  לני בני הכהנים אל ויתנו
  אליהם ויאמר
  הזה הספר את לקחו
  אתו ושמרתם
  גדולה אבן ויקחו
  האילה תחת שם ויקימה
  גריזים הר יסידב אשר
  יהוה מקךש מקום
Josh 24:26 And he wrote these words in a book 
and gave it to the Levite priests. 
And he said to them: 
“Take this book 
and keep it safe.” 
And he took a large stone 
and set it there under the oak 
which is at the foot of Mount Gerizim 







 העם אל יהושא ויאמר
  הזאת האבן הנה
 לעדה בנו תהיה
  מזבח שם ויבן
  ההר תחת
  הצאן מן אחד איל ויקח
  הזה הברית על ויקריבו
 עמו ישראל בני כרתו אשר
Josh 24:27a And Joshua said to the people: 
“Look, this stone 
shall be a witness against us.” 
Then he built there an altar  
at the foot of the mountain 
and he took a ram from the cattle 
and offered it for the covenant 
which the Israelites had made with him. 
  נון בן יהושא בחר כן ואחרי 21
  נשיא עשר שנים
  ישראל בני נשיאי מן
 לשבט אחד איש
 After this Joshua, son of Nun, chose 
twelve rulers 
from the rulers of the Israelites, 
one man from each tribe. 
  גורל עליהם וישלך 22
  אהרן בן אלעזר פי על
  המדבר במקם הכהן
  אל בית גריזים הר
 יהוה לפני
  גבול ויצא
 ישראל בני על המלכות
  נתנאל שמו לאיש
  כלב אחי בן
  יהודה משבט
  וימליכו
  ישראל בני על
 And the lot was tossed 
by Eleazar, the son of Aaron, 
the priest of the chosen place 
at Mt. Gerizim in Bethel  
before YHWH. 
And fell the lot  
of kingship over the Israelites 
to the man called Nathaniel,  
the son of Caleb's brother 
from the tribe of Judah. 
And he was chosen as king  
over the Israelites. 
  האלה הדברים אחר ויהי 23
 נין בן יהושע וימת
  יהוה עבד
 שנים ועשר מאה בן
24:30 And it happened after these things 
that died Joshua, son of Nun,  
the servant of YHWH, 
one hundred ten years old. 
  בגבעה אתו ויקברו 24
  המבחר המקום לומ היא אשר
  סרח בתמנת אל בית גריזים הר
  ישראל בני אתו ויבכו
  יומ שלשים
 בכיתו ימי ויתמו
24:31533 And they buried him at Gibeah 
which is opposite to the chosen place, 
Mt. Gerizim, Bethel534, in Timnat-serah 
And the Israelites cried for him  
for 30 days. 
Then he days of grief became full. 
 
                                                     
533 The location of the following verse (MT Josh 24:32) reporting the burying of Joseph’s bones in 
Shechem is different in SamJosh. It is situated earlier in the composition, just before the incident with 
the Gibeonites (MT Josh 9) and after the conquest of Ai (MT Josh 8). At this juncture, SamJosh also 
contains a markedly expanded and ritualized version of the altar scene (MT Josh 8:30–35).  
534 The only other textual witness that mentions Bethel in this instance is the Sahidic daughter version 




The text of SamJosh 22 can be analyzed in three stages, mirroring the possible layers 
in the text. First, there are several secondary Samaritan additions that are probably 
quite late. Second, there is the text running parallel to the biblical text of Josh 24, 
which accords mostly with the earliest text-critically recoverable form of the chapter. 
Third, much material is missing when contrasted with the biblical text, which might 
be interesting given the nature of the missing material. 
 The secondary expansions in SamJosh 22 accord with typical secondary Samar-
itan elements.535 First, SamJosh 22:5, 16, 18, and 24 make additions specifying the 
location of the scene at Mt. Gerizim in Bethel. According to the Samaritans, this was 
 the chosen place” (SamJosh 22:5, 22, 24). It is also specified that this“ המקום המבחר
is where the tent of meeting was held (SamJosh 22:5). Second, there is an attempt 
to fill out gaps in the historical remembrance at the end of SamJosh 22:8, where a 
phrase is added concerning the crossing of the Sea of Reeds. Third, in SamJosh 22:10–
13 there are several additions which fill out formulaic language used in the commit-
ment scene. Fourth, in SamJosh 22:17 there is an addition highlighting the role of the 
Levites by recalling that Joshua gave the book of the law to them to guard and keep 
safe. Fifth, the longest addition can be found in SamJosh 22:20–22. There, the build-
ing of an altar for sacrifice is reported and a new king is chosen for Israel by lot. These 
five types of secondary material in SamJosh 22 are easy to recognize, since they ac-
cord largely with the typical secondary Samaritan material in the Samaritan Penta-
teuch.536 
 Most of the material following the biblical account of Josh 24 is common to 
both the MT and the OG. However, there are nine significant variants. In five in-
stances, SamJosh follows the MT against the OG. First, the scene in SamJosh takes 
place at Shechem. In the text-critical analysis above, it was concluded that this is the 
earlier reading and that the OG location of Shiloh is a secondary development.537 
Therefore, SamJosh together with the MT preserves the earlier tradition. Second, 
SamJosh agrees with the MT against the OG at the beginning, where we are told that 
                                                     
535 Overall, the large amount of Samaritan secondary features in SamJosh and Sepher Hayamim have 
probably grown in several stages, and originate from the fourth century CE onwards. See Macdonald 
1969, 8. 
536 For the expansions in the Samaritan Pentateuch see, for example, Tov 2012, 87–90 and Pakkala 
2013, 93–97. 
537 See section 3.2.2.2. 
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Joshua gathered זקני בני ישראל “the elders of the sons of Israel” (SamJosh 22:4). Here 
the shortest form “their elders” (OG) is likely the earliest.538 The MT together with 
SamJosh contains the addition of ישראל “Israel”, while SamJosh expands even further 
by adding בני “the sons of”. This seems to be typical secondary specification in the 
Samaritan version (cf. SamJosh 22:2, 6, 16). Third, SamJosh 22:15 contains the sec-
ondary plus “And they said: ’We are witnesses!’” also present in MT Josh 24:22 but 
missing from the OG. Fourth, SamJosh 22:18 contains the sanctuary also present in 
MT Josh 24:26, which was likely secondarily removed from the Hebrew Vorlage of 
the OG. Fifth, SamJosh 22:19 reads together with MT Josh 24:27 the first-person plu-
ral, stating that the large stone will be a witness ”against us”, while the OG uses the 
second-person plural. 
 In four cases, SamJosh follows the OG against the MT. First, SamJosh 22:10 to-
gether with OG Josh 24:14 specifies that the Israelites should put away  אלהי הנכר 
“the foreign gods”, while the MT mentions only gods. Here הנכר is likely a secondary 
addition. SamJosh strengthens the argument that it was not done by the Greek trans-
lator, but likely already present in his Hebrew Vorlage.539 Second, SamJosh 22:9 to-
gether with OG Josh 24:13 reads the verbal form referring to the acts of YHWH in the 
third-person ויתן לכם את הארץ “and he gave you a land”. This is important, since ear-
lier it was argued that the third-person formulations in OG Josh 24:5–13 reflect an 
earlier Hebrew text where the historical summary was presented not as a direct 
speech by YHWH but as the speech of Joshua, referring to YHWH in the third-per-
son.540 SamJosh gives some corroboration to this argument. Third, SamJosh 22:17 
follows the OG in Josh 24:26, where both are missing “Joshua”, which is likely sec-
ondarily added in the MT in order to make the implicit subject explicitly clear. Fourth, 
SamJosh 22:19 together with OG Josh 24:27 reads “and Joshua said to the people”, 
while the MT contains a minor secondary addition reading ֶאל־ָּכל־ָהָעם “all the peo-
ple”.  
 When the MT and the OG disagree in the farewell speech, SamJosh preserves 
the likely earlier reading in over half of the readings (five out of nine). When consid-
ered together with the several notable similarities between SamJosh and the OG,541 
                                                     
538 See section 3.3.2.6. 
539 See section 3.3.2.6. 
540 See section 3.2.2.5. 
541 See section 2.5.2. 
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these minor variants strengthen the assumption that the Samaritan tradition is not 
only medieval reception history of the Masoretic book of Joshua but also reflects 
ancient readings. 
 The biblical material missing from SamJosh 22 constitutes most of Josh 23, 
most of the historical summary in Josh 24:2–12, several elements from the commit-
ment scene (Josh 24:17–18a, 19–21, 23–24), and much of the material connected 
with the burial of Joshua (Josh 24:28, 31). One could explain the absence of this ma-
terial as resulting from a creative use of the material present in Josh 23–24 by the 
Samaritan author. However, it would be peculiar that the material was omitted, since 
it does not contain any polemical content from a Samaritan point of view. Material 
similar to that which is being “omitted” is also being added (SamJosh 22:8). It is there-
fore also possible that the author of the Samaritan farewell speech did not have some 
of this material at his disposal. It is striking that when one removes the secondary 
Samaritan material from the text and compares it with the earliest basic text of Josh 
24 as recovered by several literary and redaction critics, the texts are strikingly similar 
in their main parts.542 It is then possible that SamJosh reflects in its earliest core a 
text that had not yet undergone all the secondary expansions that are present in the 
MT and the OG. As far as I know, this possibility has not been yet discussed in re-
search. I will return to this issue in the next section dealing with the editorial devel-
opments of Josh 24. 
 In the light of these brief observations on SamJosh, it seems that the Samaritan 
Joshua traditions should be given more attention in text-historical research. The Sa-
maritan Joshua traditions should perhaps not be discarded as simply late medieval 
texts, but might in fact also partly reflect ancient traditions. The utilization of the 
Samaritan material in textual criticism, however, should always begin with the anal-
ysis of the principal textual witnesses (OG, MT, and Qumran). In the future, a com-
parison of SamJosh with these principal textual witnesses may yield new and inter-
esting results. 
                                                     
542 See section 4.3.3. 
182 
 
4. Literary and Redaction Criticism of Josh 24 in the 
Light of Documented Evidence 
4.1 Introduction 
Dieses Kapitel gehört zu den schwierigsten Texten des Alten Testaments 
und wird in der Forschung entsprechend divergierend beurteilt.543 
Genau besehen ist bei keinem grösseren Abschnitt des Hexateuchs die 
Frage der literarischen Vorgeschichte und der Quellenzusammenhänge 
so schwierig, wie bei den Sagen der ersten Hälfte und der Schlusskapitel 
des Josuabuches.544 
These two quotations from different scholars, each giving their own literary and re-
daction critical theories on the origin and growth of Josh 24, illustrate the difficulties 
involved in this endeavor. The research literature concerning Josh 24 is full of similar 
quotes. There is a multitude of models explaining the literary growth and develop-
ment of chapter 24 and its relationship to other material in the Hebrew Bible.545 One 
is easily—and rightfully so—struck with bewilderment when trying to make sense of 
the literary and redaction history of Josh 24 after reading the scholarly literature on 
the subject from 19th century onwards. In this section, my aim is not to put forth yet 
another completely new diachronic model on the development of Josh 24. Instead, I 
wish to integrate the documented evidence discussed in the previous section more 
closely with the scholarly discussion about the composition of Josh 24. In this way, I 
will offer what is in my eyes the most plausible way forwards. To achieve this goal, I 
will proceed in three steps. 
 First, the textual and literary connections of Josh 24 with other texts in the He-
brew Bible are analyzed in some detail (section 4.2). These connections also consti-
tute in a wider sense documented evidence. Different explanations of these connec-
tions form the basis of all the literary and redaction critical models. 
                                                     
543 “This chapter belongs to one of the most difficult texts in the Old Testament and has accordingly 
been divergently judged in the research.” Kreuzer 1989, 183.  
544 “The question of literary history and source connections is not, strictly speaking, in any other 
portion of the Hexateuch as difficult as in the legends of the first half and the final chapter of the book 
of Joshua.” Möhlenbrinck 1938, 238. 
545 The same applies to other theologically central chapters in the historical books, such as 2 Sam 7 
and 2 Kgs 17. 
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 Second, the most important arguments used in reconstructing the literary and 
redaction history of Josh 24 are put forth and evaluated (section 4.3). Here, I do not 
attempt to introduce the whole state of research, since that would entail an entire 
study of its own. Rather, I wish to highlight the most advocated lines of development 
that are present in modern scholarly literature.546 At the same time, I will argue for 
what is, in my estimation, the most plausible line of development in the light of the 
documented evidence. In this evaluation, it will become increasingly clear that the 
starting point for many literary and redaction critics, namely a preference of the MT, 
is in many respects problematic, and biases several compositional theories. If literary 
and redaction criticism wishes to illuminate the historical development of texts, it 
needs to consider the textual growth already preserved in documented evidence. 
One of the serious problems in this respect is the neglect of all Greek witnesses.547 
This discussion will result in a theory of the different literary layers in Josh 24. 
 Third, I will suggest a synthesis of the most plausible line of the literary growth 
of Josh 24 (section 4.4). A model assuming a nomistic Persian period commitment 
narrative which has been supplemented and edited by various scribal circles during 
the Second Temple period turns out to be most plausible explanation for the evolu-
tion of Josh 24. I will argue that this model best serves as a continuum for the devel-
opment visible in the documented evidence. However, in this section, I will also dis-
cuss the overall methodological possibilities, difficulties, and limitations of literary 
and redaction criticism in light of what has been learned from analyzing documented 
changes. What exactly are the possibilities for discovering the editorial prehistory of 
Josh 24—or any text in the Hebrew Bible for that matter? Should such hypothetical 
work even be carried out? The answer given in this section is: yes, but only to a cer-
tain degree. I will argue that the best way forward for uncovering editorial histories 
is to devote more attention to specific editorial techniques and processes attested in 
documented evidence. 
                                                     
546 As a supplement, other overviews and critical evaluations of the research history of Josh 24 can 
be found, for example, in Koopmans 1990, 1–163 and Noort 1998. 
547 I am not the first one to point out this flaw. The neglect of the LXX in the literary and redaction 
criticism of Joshua has been pointed out by, for example, Auld 1998, 103 and De Troyer 2010. 
Dozeman (2011, 189–190) has correctly noted: “The tendency among redaction critics is all too often 
to privilege or even limit research to the MT in determining the final form of Joshua or any book for 
that matter.” In respect to the books of Samuel, Edenburg and Pakkala (2013, 12–13) correctly state 
that “it is necessary to bring the text-critical evidence to the fore in the discussion about redactions.” 
This agenda is followed in this section. 
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 Thus, the overall aim of this section is to serve as a necessary starting point for 
future scholarly work carried out with the editorial history of Josh 24 and related 
texts. In addition, it will offer a case study through which one can reflect on the via-
bility of the methods of literary and redaction criticism overall. After reading this sec-
tion, it should be clear that the compositional history of the texts in the Hebrew Bible 
cannot be studied reliably without beginning from documented cases of editing. In 
addition, I will hopefully demonstrate that the diachronic study of texts should still 
be regarded as necessary basic research if one wishes to use the Hebrew Bible criti-
cally. 
4.2 A Complex Web of Literary Connections 
Josh 24 is crafted out of several literary and thematic connections with different 
books in the Hebrew Bible. Generally, it seems to be the case that Josh 24 secondarily 
utilizes material from several sources. In some cases, it is hard to evaluate whether 
Josh 24 secondarily refers to other texts, or whether other texts are dependent on 
Josh 24. In some instances, the relationship might even be reciprocal. Often it is 
enough to merely state that they operate on a similar literary level or are dependent 
on a similar tradition. The difficulty of these connections has contributed to the ex-
istence of diverse literary and redaction critical models for Josh 24. Before delving 
into those models, it is helpful to clarify the web of connections Josh 24 has with 
other texts in the Hebrew Bible. Such an analysis of connections, together with the 
text-critical analysis in the previous section, builds an important groundwork for eval-
uating the various compositional models. In addition, the aim of this analysis is to 
illuminate how problematic and complex the literary questions in Josh 24 are, and to 
reveal that no simple solution suffices in the text-historical study of Josh 24.548 
 
                                                     
548 This analysis of literary connections is by no means exhaustive. I will, however, attempt to men-
tion all of the most important connections. For a similar analysis, see Koopmans 1990, 345–414. I am 
aware that this analysis could be improved by utilizing a stricter theoretical framework pertaining to 
theories of intertextuality. However, for the purposes of this study, it is not necessary to describe 
more carefully how and why the writers of texts use other texts. The main purpose is to sketch a wider 
outline of the possible textual backdrop of Josh 24. Therefore, it is enough to operate on a general 
level and use the term “literary connection” in a wider sense. The exact relationship depends on the 


















Chart: Literary Connections of Josh 24 
 
4.2.1 Josh 24 and Genesis 
There are three parts in Josh 24 that probably refer to various texts in Genesis. These 
are the beginning of the historical summary (Josh 24:2–4), the mention of the “sword 
and bow” (Josh 24:12), and the putting away of foreign gods (Josh 24:14). In addition, 
the place name Shechem has connotations with Genesis. Together with the other 
Pentateuchal references, the connections with Genesis are concentrated mostly in 
the first part of Josh 24, which is the historical summary (Josh 24:2–13). 
 In Josh 24:2–4, the prophetic speech consisting of a historical summary begins 
with a reference to the ancestors of the Israelites on a general level. Then Terah, the 
father of Abraham and Nahor, is mentioned by name. According to Josh 24:2, these 








Burial of Joshua 
Josh 24:28–33 
Gen 11–13  
Exod 12–14  
Num 21–24  
Deut 6:10–13  
Deut 6:4, 13–14   
Deut 7:6  
Deut 11:26  
Deut 30:15–20   
”Choice” 
Deut 27:1–5   
Deut 31:24–27  
Josh 8:30–35    
”Law and  
memorial” 
Deut 34:5–9    
Deut 26:5–9    
Neh 9:6–37  
Ps 78, 105, 106, 
135, 136  
Jdt 5:5–21   
”Historical  
summaries” 
Judg 6:7–10     Judg 9    
1 Sam 10:17–27   
1 Sam 12 
1 Kgs 12   
”Choosing a  
secular king” 
Judg 2:6–9     
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Josh 24. More specifically, the text alludes to the list in Gen 11:26–32. The serving of 
other gods, however, is not related in Gen 11. As noted by Knauf, Genesis lets us 
believe quite the opposite, since Abraham is the one chosen by YHWH (Gen 12:7) 
who did not serve other gods.549 Soggin states that “the description of the religion of 
Israel’s ancestors in Mesopotamia is much more realistic here than in the Penta-
teuch.”550 Most probably the explication of the past polytheism of the fathers should 
be understood as emerging from the overall dichotomy between YHWH and other 
gods present throughout Josh 24. In this way, the situation addressed in Josh 24 af-
fects how the author interprets Israel’s past. Such a usage, in other words, reveals 
that Josh 24:2 represents a later interpretation of the Patriarchal story in the light of 
new historical contexts.551 Moreover, the tradition that Terah served other gods is 
explicated in detail in the book of Jubilees (Jub 12:1–12), dating to 160–150 BCE.552 
Jubilees emphasizes that while Terah and his other sons worshipped hand-made 
gods, Abraham recognized that these gods were not real and burned them. This tra-
dition seems to be an even later attempt to purge the reputation of Abraham from 
the reference in Josh 24:2 implying that he served other gods.553 Hence, both Josh 
24:2 and Jub 12:1–12 probably preserve later stages in the development of the Abra-
ham traditions, as is seen in the addition of details to the life of Abraham before he 
left Ur. 
 Josh 24:3 relates the movements of Abraham. The verse can be viewed as an 
abbreviation of Gen 12–13. Scholars often note that the phrase “in all the land of 
Canaan” derives from Priestly texts (cf. Gen 17:8).554 However, it is more probable 
that the reading in the OG (“in all the land”) is earlier, making “Canaan” a secondary 
                                                     
549 Knauf 2008, 195. Nevertheless, there might be some traces of polytheism left in the Genesis ac-
counts related to Abraham. For instance, in Gen 14:22 the tetragrammaton in the MT is likely a sec-
ondary addition, since it is missing from the OG. The addition could be seen as a way of softening the 
polytheistic imagery related to the reference to only “El Elyon” in the earlier text of the OG. 
550 Soggin 1972, 232. 
551 After the publication of The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives: The Quest for the Historical 
Abraham (Thompson 1974) and Abraham in History and Tradition (Van Seters 1975) many scholars 
have argued that the patriarchal narratives are also themselves quite late literary products drawing 
from exilic themes. 
552 VanderKam 2001, 17–21. 
553 Thus also VanderKam (2001, 47) when referring to the relationship of Josh 24:2 with Jubilees: 
"Jubilees, while admitting the problem in the patriarchal family, absolves Abram of guilt in the matter, 
although it does not explain how the child came to his early monotheistic views." 
554 Rösel 2011, 366. 
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addition in the proto-MT editing.555 Therefore, it seems that the phrase has taken on 
a Priestly nature because of later scribal activities. Here, then, one is cautioned not 
to derive a Priestly provenance for the whole text simply due to phraseology that has 
been filled out by later scribes. 
 In Josh 24:12, the phrase “it was not by your sword or by your bow” can be 
read as an antithesis for Gen 48:22 in which Jacob gives one portion—that is ְׁשֶכם 
“Shechem”—to Joseph, which he claims to have taken from the hands of the Amo-
rites with his sword and bow. In the light of the other Genesis connections in Josh 24, 
the textual connection between these verses is likely, and the phrase in Josh 24:12 
can be characterized as a quotation which turns the meaning of the donor text up-
side-down.556 Otherwise in the Hebrew Bible, the combination of the sword and the 
bow is also known also elsewhere (2 Kgs 6:22, Hos 1:7). Also common is the notion 
that the conquest of the land was not due to the merits of Israelites (Deut 9:1–5, Ps 
44:3). 
 
Gen 48:22 Josh 24:12 
 ְׁשֶכם ְל ָנַתִּתי ַוֲאִני
 ָלַקְחִּתי ֲאֶׁשר ַעל־ַאֶחי ַאַחד
 ּוְבַקְׁשִּתי ְּבַחְרִּבי ָהֱאֹמִרי ִמַּיד
 ֶאת־ַהִּצְרָעה ִלְפֵניֶכם ָוֶאְׁשַלח
 ִמְּפֵניֶכם אֹוָתם ַוְּתָגֶרׁש
 ְבַקְׁשֶּת ְולֹא ְבַחְרְּב לֹא ָהֱאֹמִרי ַמְלֵכי ְׁשֵני
 
In Josh 24:14 and 23, the putting away (סּור hiphil) of foreign gods echoes the order 
by Jacob to his household to put away the foreign gods in their midst (Gen 35:3).557 
The connection is even more probable since the scene in Genesis also takes place at 
Shechem (Gen 35:4).558 Due to this connection, earlier scholars assumed that Josh 
24:14, together with Gen 35:1–5, might reflect an ancient ceremony.559 Such an as-
sumption, however, is not needed to explain the connection on a literary level. The 
most important observation is that the latter part Josh 24:14b seems to originate 
from a different literary horizon than the first part, which includes the call to serve 
YHWH alone. In addition to Gen 35:3, it is similar to Judg 10:16 and 1 Sam 7:3–4, 
                                                     
555 See section 3.2.2.7. 
556 Nielsen (1955, 90) calls Josh 24:12 a reaction against the “military” version of Gen 48:22. 
557 The verb סּור hiphil is used for putting away other gods elsewhere in Judg 10:16; 1 Sam 7:3–4; 1 
Kgs 15:12; 2 Kgs 3:2; 2 Chr 33:15, 34:33; Is 36:7. 
558 For other possible connections between Gen 35 and Josh 24, see Koopmans 1990, 349–353. 
559 Alt 1953, 79–88. 
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which are often held as belonging to the later layers of these books.560 Therefore, 
instead of emphasizing the connection with Genesis too much, it seems that the put-
ting away of foreign gods is best understood in the context of the later layers in Josh–
Sam.561 
 Finally, Shechem (MT Josh 24:1, 25) is mentioned several times in the Patriar-
chal stories in Genesis.562 The first appearance of Shechem in the Hebrew Bible can 
be found in the already mentioned Gen 12:6–8. There, YHWH appears to Abraham 
at the tree of Moreh. The mention of Abraham right after Shechem at the beginning 
of Josh 24 (MT) would have evoked the Patriarchal stories in the heads of the ancient 
readers. The terebinth in 24:26 would have been likened to the tree of Moreh. While 
Josh 24:2–5 is largely dependent upon Genesis, it is certainly even possible that Josh 
24 may have affected late editing of Genesis.563 However, one should not make too 
much of Shechem in Genesis when interpreting Josh 24. This is due to the vast literary 
and text-critical problems related to the chapter.  
 Text-critically, the variation between Shechem (MT) and Shiloh (OG) has been 
discussed in section 3.2.2.2. The more probable earlier setting at Shechem is surpris-
ing, since it is not mentioned in Josh 1–11 or in the land lists in 13–19. Otherwise in 
the book of Joshua, Shechem is mentioned as a city of refuge (20:7) and as a Levitical 
city (21:21).564 In the Former Prophets, two scenes take place at Shechem (Judg 9 
and 1 Kgs 12), both dealing with the themes of kingship. That Shechem was, in the 
historical books, understood as the place where kings were made, is probably more 
relevant to the interpretation of the chapter than the meaning of Shechem in Gene-
sis.565 A closer analysis of these and other texts mentioning Shechem would warrant 
a study of its own. 
                                                     
560 Rösel 2011, 370. According to Veijola (1977, 30–38), 1 Sam 7:2–17 belongs to the later Deuteron-
omistic editors.  
561 See also Nielsen 1955, 102–103. Even though his historical conclusions are outdated, he correctly 
emphasizes that while Gen 35:1–5 is a concrete text dealing with “Aramean house-gods”, the horizon 
of Josh 24:14, Judg 10:16, and 1 Sam 7:3ff. is more on theologizing that reflects later situations. 
562 For an extensive analysis, see Nielsen 1955, 213–286. 
563 See Koopmans 1990, 351–353, who characterizes the relationship as reciprocal. 
564 Butler 1983, 269. 
565 According to Levin (1985, 117–118) the readers of Josh 24 probably had the two mentions of 
Shechem in their minds when approaching this text: Judg 9 dealing with the kingship of Abimelech, 
and 1 Kgs 12 where Rehoboam is made the king. This theme, according to Levin, connects with Josh 
24, since here YHWH is chosen as the king of Israel. Thus, we are dealing with the concept of divine 
kingship. While in Josh 24 the people faithfully choose YHWH as their king, later in Judg and 1 Kgs the 
people unfaithfully choose secular kings. I will return to this important observation later. 
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 Overall, the references to Genesis in the historical summary of Josh 24:2–13 
should be regarded as late interpretations of the Patriarchal narratives in a new lit-
erary context. The centralization of these references to Josh 24:2–13 hints that the 
historical summary might have a different provenance than the commitment scene 
in Josh 24:14–27. At the least, the literary character of these two parts is different. 
4.2.2 Josh 24 and Exodus 
As was the case with Genesis, the references to Exodus are limited to the historical 
summary in Josh 24:2–13. The most important section relying heavily on Exodus is 
24:5–7. In addition, there are some sporadic references in vv. 11–12 which, however, 
do not constitute material unique to Exodus. 
 As seen in the text-critical section, in Josh 24:5 the major differences between 
the OG and the MT begin. The common text behind both traditions relies on various 
parts of the Exodus, as is revealed by several textual details. The notion that YHWH 
smote (נגף) Egypt is present in the Exodus-traditions only in connection with the last 
plague and the Passover (Exod 12:23, 27), and it is probable that Josh 24:5 alludes to 
this text. This is strengthened by the observation that the verb form used for bringing 
the people out of Egypt is in both chapters the hiphil form of יצא (Exod 12:51).566 That 
Exod 12 probably served as an inspiration for the author of Josh 24:5 also supports 
our earlier text-critical conclusion that the third-person formulation preserved in the 
OG is original.  
 The common text of MT and LXX Josh 24:6–7 relies extensively on Exod 14.567 
As seen in the table below, these connections are so extensive that it is apparent that 





                                                     
566 This is a significant connection, since the verb used for the deliverance from Egypt varies between 
two different traditions. For the most part, two different verbs are used throughout the Hebrew Bible 
for the narration of the deliverance from Egypt. These are the hiphil forms of יצא and עלה. On their 
differences see Wijngaards 1967, 91–102. Josh 24 in its current form is a mixture of both of these 
traditions, since in Josh 24:17 the latter is used. The different verb used for the Exodus in the historical 
summary, and the commitment scene hints at the literary-critical solution that they belong to differ-
ent editorial hands. 
567 See also Koopmans 1990, 119 and Nihan 2013, 263–265. 
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Exod 14 Josh 24 
 ֶהםַאֲחֵרי ִמְצַרִים ַוִּיְרְּדפּו 9
“And the Egyptians pursued after 
 them” 
 ַּפְרעֹה ֶרֶכב ָּכל־סּוס
“all of the horses and chariots  
of Pharaoh” 
 ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם ַאֲחֵרי ִמְצַרִים ַוִּיְרְּדפּו 6
“And the Egyptians pursued after  
your fathers” 
 ַים־סּוף ּוְבָפָרִׁשים ֶרֶכבּבְ 
“with chariots and horsemen to the  
Sea of Reeds” 
 ֶאל־ְיהָוה ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַוִּיְצֲעקּו 10
 
“And the sons of Israel  
cried out to YHWH” 
  ַמֲחֵנה ֵּבין ַוָּיבֹא 20
 ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַמֲחֵנה ּוֵבין ִמְצַרִים
 
“And it came between the camp  
of the Egyptians and between  
the camp of the Israelites” 
 
 ַוְיַכּסּו ַהַּמִים ַוָּיֻׁשבּו 28
“And the sea returned  
and covered them” 
 
 ַהְּגדָֹלה ֶאת־ַהָּיד ִיְׂשָרֵאל ַוַּיְרא 31
 ְּבִמְצַרִים ְיהָוה ָעָׂשה ֲאֶׁשר 
“and Israel saw the great work  
that YHWH did to Egypt” 
 ֶאל־ְיהָוה ִּיְצֲעקּווַ  7
 
“And they  
cried568 out to YHWH” 
 יֶכםֵּבינֵ  ַמֲאֵפל ַוָּיֶׂשם 7
 ַהִּמְצִרים ּוֵבין 
 
“And he gave a darkness between  
you and between the Egyptians” 
 
 
 ַוְיַכֵּסהּו ֶאת־ַהָּים ָעָליו ַוָּיֵבא 7
“And he brought the sea upon them  
and covered them” 
 
  ֵאת ֵעיֵניֶכם ַוִּתְרֶאיָנה 7
 ְּבִמְצָרִים ְיהָוה ָעָׂשה ֲאֶׁשר
“and your eyes saw  
what YHWH did569 to Egypt” 
 
The Exodus narrative in Josh 24:6–7 reads as a brief summary of Exod 14:9–31.570 
Scholars who differentiate between Priestly (P) and non-Priestly (non-P) elements in 
the Pentateuch have pointed out that Josh 24:6–7 fuses elements from both editorial 
strands. For example, while the motive of a darkness separating the people and the 
Egyptians is non-P (Exod 14:20), the basic description of events is taken from the P 
material (Exod 14:9).571 Therefore, it has been suggested that “the composition of 
Josh 24 took place in a context in which the Priestly and non-Priestly traditions were 
                                                     
568 The earlier verbal form is probably “and we cried” which links with Deut 26:7 and is preserved by 
the OG. See section 3.2.2.4. 
569 Here I follow the original third-person formulation preserved by the OG. See section 3.2.2.5. 
570 Accordingly, Koopmans (1990, 119) notes that “Josh 24:6–7 gives the impression of a free con-
densing of the Exodus account.” 
571 For the source division in Exod 14 see Noth 1962, 104–106 and Durham 1987, 189–190. 
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no longer separated, and had begun to merge one with the other.”572 This observa-
tion strengthens the impression that the historical summary in Josh 24:2–13 is a par-
ticularly late part of Josh 24. 
 Without going too deep into the distinction between the Pentateuchal P and 
non-P elements and the evolution of these traditions, two observations should be 
kept in mind. These caution against too rigid redaction-critical conclusions based on 
single phrases in Josh 24:6–7. There are complex textual problems in the key pas-
sages that are attributed to either P or non-P. The word ַמֲאֵפל “darkness” is not used 
in Exod 14:20, and it seems that the OG secondarily brings the text closer to the pas-
sage in Exodus by using νεφέλην καὶ γνόφον “a cloud and darkness”.573 The expression 
“they cried out” links with Exod 14:10 only in the MT, and the earlier reading “we 
cried out” is connected with Deut 26:7. In fact, there are also other links with Deu-
teronomy in Josh 24:6–7. In Josh 24:7, such a link is preserved in the phrase  בּו ַוֵּתְׁש
-and you lived in the wilderness for a long time”. This phrase is prob“ ַבִּמְדָּבר ָיִמים ַרִּבים
ably connected to Deut 1:46 ַוֵּתְׁשבּו ְבָקֵדׁש ָיִמים ַרִּבים “and you lived in Kadesh for a 
long time”. Also, the phrase “and your eyes saw” in Josh 24:7, referring to the deeds 
of YHWH, is common in Deuteronomy (e.g. Deut 4:9, 7:19, 10:21, 29:2). Therefore, 
Josh 24:6–7 seems to be a fusion of several elements owing both to Exodus and Deu-
teronomy. Due to the fluidity present in the textual evidence, it seems that different 
phrases in vv. 6–7 cannot be used as evidence for recovering the conventional redac-
tional strands P, non-P or Dtr.574 In any case, it does seem that the creative mixture 
of intertextual connections in the historical summary confirms the late provenance 
of this part of Josh 24. 
 In Josh 24:11–12, there are two minor connections with Exod 23:23, 28. First, 
there is the list of the seven nations in v. 11. To be sure, the list of the seven defeated 
nations is formulaic. Similar lists are found throughout the Hebrew Bible. As con-
cluded in section 3.2.2.6, it is probable that the earlier version of the list in Josh 24:11 
is preserved in the OG, and the list is secondarily harmonized in the MT towards other 
similar lists (Exod 23:23, Deut 7:1, Judg 3:5). In any case, the list in Josh 24:11 is alto-
gether often correctly interpreted as a later gloss, since it does not make sense in the 
                                                     
572 Nihan 2013, 265. 
573 See section 3.2.2.4. 
574 See also the critical notes by Carr 2011, 134–137 who argues that “Joshua 24 has been identified 
as post-Priestly on insufficient grounds.” 
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context of fighting against one city (“the Lords of Jericho fought against you”), nor 
does it correspond with the kings mentioned in 24:12.575 The list therefore reflects 
later tendencies to “subsume the entire conquest of the land” into the story of par-
ticular victories.576 Second, another connection with Exod 23 can be found in the 
sending of the “hornets” (or “terror”577) before the Israelites (Josh 24:12 / Exod 
23:28).578 Josh 24:11–12 appears to be the execution of the word of YHWH in Exod 
23:28. The sending out of the “hornets” is also present in Deut 7:20. However, Exod 
23:28 is closer to Josh 24:11–12, as is seen in both use the verb גרׁש “drive out” and 
the qal form of the verb ׁשלח “send” in connection with the hornets.579 
4.2.3 Josh 24, Numbers, and Deuteronomy 
The influence of Deuteronomy on Josh 24 is significant both in the historical summary 
and the commitment scene. The passages influenced by Deuteronomy are found at 
the end of the historical summary (Josh 24:8–10, 13), at the beginning of the com-
mitment scene (24:14–15), and scattered in the later parts of the commitment scene 
(24:17, 20, and 25–27).580 It seems that there could be no Josh 24 without Deuteron-
omy. Moreover, some passages identified as secondary developments in the text-
critical evidence, most notably the addition in MT Josh 24:17, are the result of later 
harmonization towards Deuteronomy. Therefore, the influence of Deuteronomy on 
Josh 24 cannot be isolated to any single editorial intrusion or redaction, but the har-
monization of the text towards Deuteronomy has rather been an ongoing process in 
the gradual editing of Josh 24. 
 From Josh 24:8 onwards, the historical summary proceeds to describing various 
victorious battles that took place when the Israelites took possession of the Promised 
                                                     
575 See, for example, Boling & Wright 1982, 536; Becker 2006, 157; Müller 2004, 253; Rösel 2011, 
369. It is notable that even Sperling (1987, 127), who argues for the literary unity of Josh 24, interprets 
the list as a gloss. 
576 Butler 1983, 272. 
577 As mentioned earlier, the meaning of ִצְרָעה is unclear. It occurs only in Exod 23:28, Deut 7:20, and 
Josh 24:12. The interpretation “hornet” is based on ancient translations (LXX, Vulgate, and Peshitta), 
but meanings such as “fear”, “terror”, and “discouragement” are often used following the suggestion 
made by Köhler 1936, 291. See also Butler 1983, 264 and Rösel 2011, 369. 
578 Perlitt 1969, 254. 
579 Deut 7:20 does not contain the verb גרׁש and utilizes the piel form of ׁשלח for sending out the 
“hornets”. In addition, it should be noted that the verb גרׁש never occurs in Deuteronomy. See also 
Koopmans 1990, 332. 
580 The relationship of the historical summary in Josh 24 with Deut 26:5–8 is dealt in section 4.2.7, 
together with other historical surveys. 
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Land. Verse 8 describes the defeating of the Amorite kings east of Jordan. It should 
probably be regarded as a concise summary of the events in Num 21:21–25, in which 
the defeat of the Amorite kings Sihon and Og is described.581 However, there is also 
the phrase “I gave them into your hands“ (ָוֶאֵּתן אֹוָתם ְּבֶיְדֶכם), which is common in 
Deuteronomy (Deut 2:24, 30; 3:2; 7:24; 20:13; 21:10).582 
 Josh 24:9–10 refers to the traditions concerning Balaam and Balak. These tra-
ditions are exceedingly complex in the Hebrew Bible. The seer Balaam and the hostile 
Moabite king Balak appear most prominently in Num 22–24, a text which is echoed 
in Josh 24:9–10. The text-critical analysis in this study, however, revealed that the 
beginning of the earliest textual form of Josh 24:9 was identical to Deut 23:6 (“and 
YHWH your God would not listen to Balaam”).583 Therefore, Josh 24:9–10 is textually 
connected to the Balaam tradition in Deut 23, which can be added to the list of sev-
eral other connections of Josh 24:2–13 with key texts in Deuteronomy. The direction 
of the dependence is hard to reconstruct. This would require a detailed study of the 
various Balaam traditions. It might be, as Butler suggested, that Josh 24:9–10 is based 
on Deut 23:6, which in turn is based on Num 22–24.584 However, since Josh 24 is 
connected with Num 21, it is likely that the author of Josh 24:9–10 knew both of the 
traditions in Deut 23:6 and Num 22–24.585 Moreover, if one takes into account the 
textual variation between MT and OG Josh 24:9–10 and the supposed literary layers 
in each individual Balaam text,586 it becomes increasingly clear that we might not be 
able to give a straightforward answer to the question of the direction of the textual 
dependence between the various Balaam texts. It is also possible that the various 
texts have reciprocally influenced each other in separate phases of their textual his-
tory. 
 As a general notion, the diachronic development of the Balaam and Balak tra-
ditions in the Hebrew Bible seem to have moved from presenting Balaam in a positive 
                                                     
581 Thus also Koopmans 1990, 328–329. 
582 Koopmans (1990, 329) notes that this phrase should not be seen as part of a Deuteronomistic 
redaction, since the “stereotypical phrase describing the actions of a deity giving the enemy into the 
hands of his people” was common in the ancient Near East. He refers to several texts supporting this 
claim. Indeed, the identification of specific redactors based on individual phrases is on shaky grounds. 
583 See section 3.2.2.5. 
584 Butler 1983, 264. 
585 It could also be argued that Deut 23:6 is based upon a combination of Num 22:5 and Josh 24:9–
10 as Koopmans (1990, 331) does. 
586 For instance, Noth (1971, 404) differentiated a secondary layer in Josh 24:9–10 based on assump-
tions regarding the direction of the textual dependence with Num 22–24 and Josh 24:9–10. 
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light towards presenting him in a negative manner. This development can already be 
distinguished in the various literary layers of Num 22–24, although the literary history 
of the passage is disputed.587 In Josh 24:9–10, Balaam is portrayed as cursing the 
Israelites and trying to advance the hostile plots of Balak, which aligns vv. 9–10 with 
the other late negative portrayals in the Hebrew Bible (Num 31:16, Deut 23:5–6, Josh 
13:22, Neh 13:2). Therefore, the Balaam material presented in Josh 24:9–10 is prob-
ably quite late. 
 It seems that Josh 24:8–10 is an interesting mixture of references to Numbers 
and Deuteronomy. While Josh 24:8–10 utilizes the phraseology of Deuteronomy, it 
makes several references to Numbers. These mixed literary connections are enough 
to make Auld conclude that Josh 24:8–13 is a “blend of Deuteronomistic and Priestly 
terminology”.588 Thus, once again it seems that a creative blend of different kinds of 
material from the Pentateuch is common to the historical summary in Josh 24:2–13. 
 Josh 24:13 is an interesting but polemic verse that has been attributed to sev-
eral different sources in research.589 The most obvious textual connection is with 
Deut 6:10–13. Both passages mention cities, vineyards, and olive groves (Deut 6:10–
11), and both mention that the Israelites did not build the cities or plant the harvest 
that they enjoyed (Deut 6:10–11). Deut 6:10–13 also combines other themes present 
in the historical summary of Josh 24. For example, the Exodus (Deut 6:12) and the 
fearing and serving of YHWH (Deut 6:13). The direction of textual influence has been 
argued in both directions. Sperling claims that Deut 6:10–13 was dependent upon 
Josh 24:13. His main argument is that the picture in Deut 6:10–13 is taken much fur-
ther than that in Josh 24:13. The Israelites do not merely eat the harvest of the land, 
but they enjoy it in abundance. According to Sperling, the author of Deut 6:10–13 
adds several things to the “houses filled with all sorts of good things” (Deut 6:11), 
while the picture in Josh 24:13 is much more realistic.590 This argument could, how-
                                                     
587 Olson 2011. 
588 Auld 1980, 74–75. However, while some phrases in Josh 24 are like Priestly terminology, the con-
tents of Josh 24 are not markedly Priestly. Carr (2011, 136), for example, notes that “the chapter lacks 
links to specifically Priestly texts”. The few Priestly elements in Josh 24 seem to be rather late harmo-
nizations towards certain texts, sometimes lacking from the earlier textual witness (e.g. the mention 
of Aaron in MT Josh 24:5, see section 3.2.2.3). 
589 See Koopmans 1990, 333–334. 
590 Sperling 1987, 128. 
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ever, also be turned around to argue that Josh 24:13 tones down the abundance pre-
sent in Deut 6:10–13. In fact, Josh 24:13 can be read as a shortening of Deut 6:10–
13.591 This would be understandable, considering the general nature of the historical 
summary (Josh 24:2–13) as referring in a brief form to various passages in the Penta-
teuch. Ultimately, the evaluation of the textual dependence comes back to the vari-
ous assumptions about the literary history of both texts. In the light of the other ref-
erences to the Pentateuch in Josh 24, it is more probable that Josh 24:13 secondarily 
refers to Deut 6:10–13. 
  Josh 24:14 begins a new section in Josh 24, moving from the historical summary 
to a choice given to the Israelites present at the holy place. The first part of the verse 
presents an exhortation to the people to fear and serve YHWH. The concept of fear-
ing (ירא) YHWH occurs frequently in Deuteronomy (see, for example, Deut 4:10, 6:2, 
13, 24). In fact, Josh 24:14 resembles the similar exhortation in Deut 6:13–14.592 It is 
sometimes claimed that the presentation of a choice to serve either YHWH or other 
gods (Josh 24:14–15) is a combination unique to Josh 24.593 However, the inspiration 
for the author of Josh 24:14–15 to present such a choice must have come from Deu-
teronomy, where Israel is presented with similar important choices (Deut 11:26, 
30:15–20).594 The author probably builds upon the notion that YHWH has chosen 
 Israel as his people (Deut 7:6), and now it is time for Israel to choose whom she (ָּבַחר)
wants to serve.595 Therefore, the choice which is at the core of Josh 24 builds upon 
ideas that would have already existed in Deuteronomy when the text of Josh 24:14–
15 was written. 
 The commitment scene in Josh 24:14–27 refers in several parts to Deuteron-
omy. First, it has been noted that the short credo at the beginning of 24:17 ֵהינּו  ְיהָוה ֱא
“YHWH is our God” resembles Shema Israel found in Deut 6:4. This is probably not a 
coincidence, since earlier parts of Josh 24 are also dependent upon Deut 6. Further-
more, the documented evidence revealed that Josh 24:17 has been even further ed-
ited towards Deuteronomy, with the large insertion “from the land of Egypt, out of 
                                                     
591 Knauf 2008, 197. 
592 Rösel 2011, 370. 
593 Koopmans 1990, 346–347. 
594 The same idea is also taken from Deuteronomy in 1 Kgs 18:21. 
595 Aurelius 2008, 102. 
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the house of slavery, and who did those great signs in our sight.”596 The phraseology 
used in the addition can also be found in Deut 6 (vv. 12 and 22). Therefore, while Josh 
24:17 was in its earliest text form (OG) dependent upon the credo in Deut 6, it has 
been further edited (MT) to conform even more closely with language found in Deut 
6. Second, 24:24 utilizes the expression ּוְבקֹולֹו ִנְׁשָמע “his voice we will listen”, which 
probably derives from Deut 13:5.597 Third, in Josh 24:25–27 the report that Joshua 
makes a covenant with the people and sets up the stones of witness is reminiscent 
of some passages in Deuteronomy. The phrase חֹק ּוִמְׁשָּפט “statue and ordinance” is 
used, for example, in Deut 4:1; 45, 6:1 (in plural form). The proceedings of putting 
the covenant document in a safe and holy place recalls Deut 31:24–27,598 and can 
also be read as an execution of the command in Deut 27:1–8. That a literary connec-
tion is perceived between Josh 24:25–27 and Deut 31:24–27 is strengthened by the 
late addition in SamJosh 22:17, which reports that the written law was given to the 
Levites to guard (cf. Deut 31:25–26). 
 In sum, some of the most central elements of the commitment scene in Josh 
24 are built upon phraseology and themes in Deuteronomy. One could therefore ar-
gue that the core of Josh 24 represents, in a way, a reception history of Deuteron-
omy. The choice presented gives the people a possibility to respond to the choice 
made by YHWH as envisioned by Deuteronomy. This is, however, not the whole story. 
Connections with later historical books reveal that the choosing of YHWH is also re-
lated to a wider perspective of the future unfaithful choices made by the Israelites. 
 4.2.4 Josh 24 and Joshua 
The loose character of Josh 24 in the composition of the book of Joshua has puzzled 
scholars for a long time.599 The clearest textual connections with other parts of the 
book of Joshua are with chapter 23 and 8:30–35. These, however, might be connec-
tions born quite late in the transmission history of the book of Joshua. 
                                                     
596 See section 3.3.2.2. 
597 Thus also Rösel 2011, 373. 
598 Rösel 2011, 357. 
599 Noort 1998, 205: "Jos 24 steht einsam in der Meereslandschaft." See also Perlitt 1969, 241 and 
Hoffman 1980, 301. 
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 The relationship of Josh 24 to Josh 23 is notoriously difficult, and much has 
been written on it. Therefore, at this point, it is not necessary to solve all the prob-
lems pertaining to their relationship.600 In terms of textual and thematic connections, 
however, it should be highlighted that Josh 23 and 24 are only loosely connected. 
They differ in several key issues. First, Josh 23 can be read as a summary of the book 
of Joshua, giving a review of the occupation of the land. Josh 24, conversely, recalls 
longer trajectories of history from the Patriarchs to the Promised Land.601 Second, 
while Josh 23 utilizes language borrowed from Deuteronomy, the phraseology in Josh 
24 is a mixture of various sources.602 Third, the focus of Josh 23 is on the observance 
of the law and the relationship with the nations remaining in the land, while Josh 24 
deals with a choice presented to the Israelites to serve either YHWH or other gods.603 
Fourth, there are surprisingly few textual details that show direct textual influences 
between Josh 23 and 24. In addition, some of these textual details have been pro-
duced only in the latest proto-MT editing of Josh 24. I will analyze some of these 
details below. 
 Josh 24:1 begins with a gathering of the Israelites. This beginning fits poorly in 
its current literary and narrative context. The assembly of the people in the previous 
chapter (Josh 23) has not been ended in any way. There are no narrative links to the 
present context in the book of Joshua.604 This has contributed to the models positing 
that the original introduction of Josh 24 is to be sought at the beginning of Josh 23.605 
At the beginning of Josh 24:1, Joshua gathers all the tribes of Israel. The expression 
“all the tribes of Israel” seems to suppose the system of the twelve Israelite tribes. 
The phrase is not used in the gathering of the Israelites in Josh 8:30–35 or Josh 23:2. 
We find the expression mainly within the Deuteronomistic literature, conveying a 
concept of a large Israel with all of its tribes (e.g. Deut 29:20; Judg 20:2, 10, 12; 21:5; 
1 Sam 2:28; 10:19–20).606 Thus, the verse seems to suppose that the division of the 
                                                     
600 The question will be revisited in relation to literary and compositional issues in sections 4.3.3 and 
4.3.5. For helpful discussions of the key issues and theories on the relationship of Josh 23 and 24, see 
Koopmans 1990, 396–399; Popovic 2009, 87–98; Römer 2010, 91–99. 
601 Nelson 1997, 266. 
602 Römer 2010, 91. Almost every verse in Joh 23 utilizes language taken from Deuteronomy. See the 
helpful table in Butler 2014, 269–271. 
603 Popovic 2009, 87. 
604 Perlitt 1969, 241. 
605 See section 4.3.3. 
606 Perlitt 1969, 249–250. 
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land to the various tribes of Israel (Josh 13–19) has taken place.607 Its literary horizon 
is wider than just the current context. 
 The list of leaders found in the MT version of Josh 24:1, “Israel’s elders, their 
heads, their judges, and their scribes” is identical to that in Josh 23:2. This, however, 
was found in the text-critical analysis to be a later harmonization towards chapter 
23.608 The earlier list of leaders, “their elders, their scribes, and their judges” in Josh 
24:1 (OG) accorded with Josh 8:33, which strengthens the observation that chapters 
24 and 8:30–35 have a close literary connection with each other.609 Furthermore, 
since Josh 8:30–35 has such close affinities with Deut 27, which also contains the 
same conception of the large state of Israel with twelve tribes as in Josh 24:1, both 
Deut 27 and Josh 8:30–35 should be seen as a  literary backdrop for understanding 
Josh 24.610  
 It has also been suggested that another point of contact between Josh 23 and 
24 is that they both include obedience to the covenant (611.(ְּבִרית This theme, indeed, 
is not present anywhere else in the book of Joshua, where “covenant” is only men-
tioned as an attribute of the ark.612 However, in Josh 23:16 the tone is negative, pre-
paring the Israelites for a future transgression of the covenant, while Josh 24:25 re-
ports the actual making of a covenant. Furthermore, a closer analysis of Josh 23:16 
reveals that the verse is dependent on Deut 11:16–17 and not Josh 24:25. In the MT 
in relation to the OG, this connection is even stronger, as seen in the table below. 
 
OG Josh 23:16 MT Josh 23:16 Deut 11:16–17 
16 ἐν τῷ παραβῆναι ὑμᾶς  
τὴν διαθήκην κυρίου  
τοῦ θεοῦ ὑμῶν,  
ἣν ἐνετείλατο ὑμῖν,  
καὶ πορευθέντες  
  ְּבָעְבְרֶכם 16 
  ְיהָוה ֶאת־ְּבִרית
ֵהיֶכם   ֱא
  ֶאְתֶכם ִצָּוה ֲאֶׁשר
  ַוֲהַלְכֶּתם
  ָלֶכם ִהָּׁשְמרּו  16




                                                     
607 A section which is often designated as a late post-exilic addition to the book of Joshua. See, for 
example, Otto 2009, 392–393 and Levin 2013, 128. For the connection of Josh 24:1 and 13–19, see 
also Rösel 2011, 364. 
608 See section 3.2.2.1. 
609 Soggin (1972, 220–244) even postulates that verses 8:30–35 originally followed Josh 24:1–27. 
610 On the possible connections between Deut 27, Josh 8:30–35, and Josh 24:1–28 see, for example, 
Soggin 1972, 220–244; Nielsen 1955, 50–141; and Koopmans 1990, 353–356. 
611 Koopmans 1990, 397. 
612 “Covenant” is also mentioned in Josh 7:15, but there it refers specifically to the transgression of 




θεοῖς ἑτέροις  








when you transgress  
the covenant of YHWH 
your God which  
he commanded you and go 
and serve other gods 
and bow down to them. 
 
  ַוֲעַבְדֶּתם
ִהים   ֲאֵחִרים ֱא
  ָלֶהם ְוִהְׁשַּתֲחִויֶתם




  ָהָאֶרץ ֵמַעל ְמֵהָרה ַוֲאַבְדֶּתם
 ָלֶכם ָנַתן ֲאֶׁשר ַהּטֹוָבה
 
When you transgress  
the covenant of YHWH 
your God which  
he commanded you and go 
and serve other gods 
and bow down to them, 
then the anger of YHWH  




and you will perish quickly 
from the good land  
which he gave you. 
  ַוֲעַבְדֶּתם
ִהים   ֲאֵחִרים ֱא
  ָלֶהם ְוִהְׁשַּתֲחִויֶתם
  ָּבֶכם ְיהָוה-ַאף ְוָחָרה  17
  ֶאת־ַהָּׁשַמִים ְוָעַצר
  ָמָטר ְולֹא־ִיְהֶיה
  ֶאת־ְיבּוָלּה ִתֵּתן לֹא ְוָהֲאָדָמה
  ָהָאֶרץ ֵמַעל ְמֵהָרה ַוֲאַבְדֶּתם
 ָלֶכם ֹנֵתן ְיהָוה ֲאֶׁשר ַהּטָֹבה
 
Take care of yourselves 
that your heart  
will not be deceived, 
so that you turn away 
and serve other gods 
and bow down to them, 
then the anger of YHWH 
will be kindled against you. 
He will shut up heavens, 
so that there will be no rain, 
the ground will not give fruit 
and you will perish quickly  
from the good land  
which he gave you.. 
 
While the beginnings of MT Josh 23:16 and Deut 11:16 are different, the latter parts 
accord word for word: “and serve other gods and bow down to them, then the anger 
of YHWH will be kindled against you”. Deut 11:17 then contains additional material 
about the heavens closing, so that the land will be left without fruit. After this, both 
continue with the consequences of serving other gods: “and you will perish quickly 
from the good land which he gave you.” The shorter version in OG Josh 23:16 could 
be earlier.613 If this is the case, Josh 23:16 has been secondarily brought even closer 
to Deut 11:16–17. However, it is also possible that the end of the verse has been lost 
in the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG due to haplography (between ָלֶהם and 614.(ָלֶכם A 
secondary omission could even be intentional, since a late editor could have per-
ceived the highlighting of the anger of YHWH as problematic before Josh 24. In any 
case, while Josh 23:16 is clearly modeled upon Deut 11:16–17, the latter does not 
contain the covenant. Therefore, it is possible that 23:16 may have been created as 
                                                     
613 Holmes (1914, 78) argues that the secondary insertion was made because a Hebrew editor did 
not understand that 23:16a is the protasis of 23:15. Also Latvus (1998, 32–33) follows the OG reading 
in this instance. 
614 Nelson 1997, 255.  
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a combination of Josh 24:25 and Deut 11:16–17. In fact, verse 23:16 is probably a 
secondary addition to Josh 23, intended to bring Josh 23 closer to Josh 24 with the 
inclusion of the covenant. This hypothesis is corroborated by the Wiederaufnahme 
repeated in 23:16 from the end of 23:15 (615.(ֲאֶׁשר ָנַתן ָלֶכם 
 Two conclusions can be drawn concerning the relationship (or lack thereof) of 
Josh 24 and Josh 23. First, in their current form the bulk of these chapters have been 
written and expanded by different authors, for different purposes, and with different 
literary horizons.616 It is probable that parts of these chapters at one point consti-
tuted a single ending for the book of Joshua. In their current form, the double ending 
is a product of expansions in several directions in two separate farewell speeches. 
Therefore, chapters 23 and 24 as independent units should probably be considered 
as one of the later developments in the composition of the book of Joshua. Second, 
in a late stage, the chapters have been brought closer one another with minor ad-
justments, including the change in the list of leaders identified with the help of doc-
umented evidence, and the assumed addition of Josh 23:16 containing the covenant. 
 It was noted above that the earlier version of the list of leaders in Josh 24:1 
(OG) was connected with the list of leaders in Josh 8:30–35. This is not the only con-
nection between these texts. Josh 24 and Josh 8:30–35 both contain the book of the 
law (Josh 24:26 ִהים  both have stones at 617,(ְּבֵסֶפר ּתֹוַרת ֹמֶׁשה Josh 8:31 / ְּבֵסֶפר ּתֹוַרת ֱא
the center of their ritual action (Josh 24:26 / Josh 8:31), both report the presence of 
all the Israelites (Josh 24:1 / Josh 8:32), both include the ark of the covenant (OG Josh 
24:33a / Josh 8:33), and both report a ritual act in which the Israelites devote them-
selves to YHWH. The similarities between Josh 24 and Josh 8:30–35 were already 
noted by Von Rad. Even though his reconstruction of a cultic Sitz im Leben is out-
                                                     
615 Latvus (1998, 32–33) regards all of 23:15–16 as secondary in relation to the basic text of Josh 23. 
He also points out that the opening ְוָהָיה ַּכֲאֶׁשר is clumsy and that 23:15 repeats  ֵהיֶכם ֲאֶׁשר ִּדֶּבר ְיהָוה ֱא
 .from 23:14 ֲאֵליֶכם
616 See also Römer 2010, 91: “It is also clear that these two testaments of Joshua cannot be the work 
of one author (otherwise one should definitely give up the historical investigation of the Hebrew Bi-
ble!)”. The prehistory of these chapters is probably quite complicated. Since they perform the same 
function (summary of a whole) with a different scope, it is possible that the chapters originated in 
different literary traditions and have only later been incorporated together to form the literary form 
now present in the MT and the OG. It is interesting that SamJosh does not contain most of Josh 23. 




dated, his observation that Josh 24, Josh 8:30–35, and Deut 27, 11:29–32 are some-
how connected, and are all abruptive in their literary contexts, is still relevant.618 In 
fact, the observation is far more interesting in the light of recent text-critical discus-
sion related to Josh 8:30–35. Josh 8:30–35—or parts of it—can be found in three 
various locations in different textual witnesses (OG, MT, 4QJosha).619 The peculiar 
text-critical situation suggests that Josh 8:30–35 has been inserted only at quite a 
late stage into the book of Joshua, and it has not found a fixed place in the composi-
tion.620 It is therefore hard to say whether Josh 24 or Josh 8:30–35 came first, and 
which has influenced which. In any case, the loose character of both texts in their 
literary contexts suggests that we are dealing with late material. 
 Once again, besides the textual connection with Josh 8:30–35 and Josh 23, Josh 
24 is curiously loose in the context of the book of Joshua.621 It makes no references 
to the conquest accounts in Josh 1–12. The only possible reference to the division of 
the land in 13–22 is that the introduction supposes the concept of a large Israel being 
present at Shechem. Even the mention of Moses in Josh 24:5, which might be likened 
to the several mentions of Moses in Josh 1, is a later addition in the proto-MT phase. 
In the case of Josh 24:11, the chapter even contradicts Josh 6 by giving an alternative 
account of the conquest of Jericho. The loose relationship of Josh 24 with the book 
of Joshua points towards its function not as a part of the book of Joshua as such but 
as a conclusion or transition in a larger narrative of the history of Israel. Therefore, it 
is understandable that scholarship on Josh 24 frequently links the text to the idea of 
a Hexateuch, Enneateuch, or DtrH. I will return to these redactional questions later 
in section 4.3. 
4.2.5 Josh 24 and Judges 
At least three texts in the book of Judges are relevant for the study of Josh 24. These 
are the parallel death and burial notice of Joshua in Judg 2:6–9, the speech of the 
unknown prophet in Judg 6:7–10, and the failed kingship of Abimelech in Judg 9. To 
put things into a larger perspective, it is important to note that the books of Joshua 
and Judges have several literary connections. For example, Judg 1, while offering a 
                                                     
618 Von Rad 1938, 34–43. 
619 See De Troyer 2005b, 141–164 and Feldman 2013, 116–118. 
620 According to Auld (1998, 110), Josh 8:30–35 is a “latecomer looking for a suitable home.” 
621 See also Noort 1998, 205–206. 
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very different picture of the conquest, contains plenty of material already presented 
in Joshua.622 It is often the case that the parallel texts in Judges are dependent on 
Joshua, but there is also influence in the other direction.623 
 The relationship of the parallel passages Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6–9 plays a 
crucial role as evidence for various models of the composition of the historical books. 
The textual evidence pertaining to Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6–9 was discussed in 
section 3.4.2.1. From a text-critical point of view it seems most probable that OG Josh 
24:28–31 holds the earliest form of this passage, which was further edited in MT Josh 
24:28–31 and secondarily adapted to Judg 2:6–9. This is especially true of Josh 24:28, 
of which Judg 2:6 contains a more expanded form. Since this text is so closely con-
nected with literary and redaction critical models, I will also return to it in section 
4.3.5 when discussing the transition from Joshua to Judges. 
 Josh 24:2 begins with Joshua speaking to the people and utilizing the messen-
ger formula “thus says YHWH, the God of Israel”. This formula is, of course, most 
widely used in prophetic literature, and it is often used as a redactional tool for add-
ing more texts to the prophetic literature.624 Thus, the historical summary presented 
here is envisioned as a prophetic speech, and Joshua is the prophet.625 A close paral-
lel is found in Judg 6:7–10, where the Israelites cry out to YHWH, who sends an un-
known prophet whose speech also begins with the messenger formula. In addition, 
the content of the unknown prophet’s speech is quite similar to the content of Josh 
24. Both give a historical summary recalling the Exodus (Judg 6:8–9 / Josh 24:5–7), 
both include a dichotomy between YHWH and other gods (Judg 6:10 / Josh 24:14–
24), and both mention the gods of the Amorites (Judg 6:10 / Josh 24:15).626 A direct 
textual dependence is corroborated by the observation that almost every strophe in 
Judg 6:8b–10 finds a counterpart in Josh 24:2–24.627 The key difference between the 
passages is that while Josh 24 ends with people being loyal to YHWH, Judg 6:7–10 
ends by noting that the people could not serve YHWH. A similar difference in content 
was also observed between the parallel passages Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6–10.628 
                                                     
622 Rake 2006. 
623 Spronk 2009, 145–147. 
624 This is often the case in the book of Jeremiah. See, for example, Sweeney 2010, 110–112. 
625 Woudstra 1981, 344; Butler 1983, 270; Rösel 2011, 365. 
626 Rösel 2011, 365. 
627 This was illustrated by Koopmans 1990, 373. 
628 See section 3.4.2.1. 
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 It is most probable that Josh 24 is earlier than Judg 6:7–10, and that Josh 24 
played a significant role in shaping Judg 6:7–10. Three observations support this 
claim. First, Judg 6:7–10 is a relatively late insertion to the text of Judges, as is re-
vealed by textual evidence. The passage is missing from 4QJudga which preserves a 
textual tradition of Judges to which the passage was not yet added.629 In addition, 
literary-critical research has shown that the passages is abrupt and does not fit in the 
context of Judg 6.630 Second, the gods of the Amorites are not mentioned elsewhere 
in the book of Judges. They fit poorly in the context of Judges, while in Josh 24 the 
Amorites have a much more significant role.631 Third, the anonymity of the prophet 
in Judg 6:8 might speak for its dependence on Josh 24:2, since the prophetic messen-
ger formula is usually reserved for the identifiable men of YHWH.632 
 Lastly, there is a thematical connection between Josh 24 and the story of the 
failed kingship at Shechem in Judg 9. First, in both chapters the scene takes place at 
Shechem. Second, the crowning of the wicked Abimelech as king takes place “by the 
oak of the pillar at Shechem” ( ֵאלֹון ֻמָּצב ֲאֶׁשר ִּבְׁשֶכם-ִעם , Judg 9:6). This is probably a 
reference to the oak in Josh 24:26, and further to the original oak in Shechem in Gen 
12:6. Third, while in Josh 24:14 the Israelites are urged to serve YHWH in “sincerity 
and in faithfulness” (ְּבָתִמים ּוֶבֱאֶמת), in Judg 9:16, 19 these same qualities ( ֶּבֱאֶמת -ִאם
 are expressed towards the human king.633 The closeness of the promise to (ּוְבָתִמים
worship YHWH alone at Shechem (Josh 24) with the serving of Baal-berith (Judg 9:4) 
and El-Berith (Judg 9:46) at Shechem suggests that the author of either text (or both 
texts) deliberately juxtaposed the choice of the Israelites with the infidelity. The con-
nections between these chapters also raises the observation that Josh 24:1–28 is 
linked with the idea of divine kingship. According to Levin, Josh 24 relates to Judg 9 
in this manner. The choice to serve YHWH as the true king in Josh 24 is a preamble 
                                                     
629 Ulrich 2008, 489–506. 
630 Several scholars have addressed the textual and literary issues. That 4QJudga preserves here an 
earlier text than the MT is the best explanation for the lack of Judg 6:7–10 in the Qumran scroll. Judg 
6:7–10 is a late insertion, as was already assumed by literary-critical research. For a good summary of 
the literature and an articulation of this well-supported thesis, see Ausloos (2014, 358–476), who also 
demonstrates why other explanations are not convincing. 
631 See also Koopmans 1990, 375–377. 
632 These are, most prominently, Moses and Aaron (Exod 5:1, 32:27), Joshua (7:13, 24:2), Samuel (1 
Sam 10:18), Nathan (2 Sam 12:7), Ahijah (1 Kgs 11:31, 14:7), a student of Elisha (2 Kgs 9:6), Huldah (2 
Kgs 22:15), Isaiah (Isa 37:21), and Jeremiah (e.g. Jer 11:3, 24:5, and 30:2). 
633 Koopmans 1990, 379. 
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to the subsequent failures to do so in Judg 9 and 1 Kgs 12.634 While the composition 
history of Judg 9 is complicated,635 one cannot escape the idea that at some point 
Josh 24 and Judg 9 were together understood as emblems for the failure of the Isra-
elites to keep their promise. This theme is probably already at the core of the earliest 
text form of Josh 24, and I will return to this question in later sections. 
 In the case of Judg 2:6–9 and Judg 6:7–10, it seems that these texts were sec-
ondarily influenced by Josh 24. In this regard, the statement by Koopmans may be 
justifiable: “Josh. 24 played a conspicuous role in the shaping of the present form of 
Judges.”636 Even if one sees the direction of influence as being in the other direction, 
it remains valid to note that later editors sought to bring the books of Joshua and 
Judges closer one another. This suggests a developmental trajectory for the develop-
ment of the books of Joshua and Judges: the texts began as fragmentary units and 
were, over the course of time, harmonized with each other and brought closer one 
another to form compositions and larger literary units. In addition, the relationship 
of Judg 9 and Josh 24 might have to do with a wider literary perspective relating to 
the theme of divine versus human kingship. This issue will be discussed in detail later 
in the study. 
4.2.6 Josh 24 and Samuel-Kings 
There are several texts in Samuel-Kings that are somehow connected to Josh 24. The 
most notable are the selection of Saul as the king in 1 Sam 10:17–27, the farewell 
speech of Samuel in 1 Sam 12, and the choosing of Jeroboam as the Israelite king in 
1 Kgs 12. There are also other possible connections, but they do not need to be dealt 
with here.637 
 Many scholars have noted that there is some kind of a thematic and/or struc-
tural connection between Josh 24 and 1 Sam 10:17–27.638 The similarities between 
Josh 24 and 1 Sam 10:17–27 can be found especially in the frames of the narrative: 
they both begin with the leader summoning the people to a holy site (1 Sam 10:17 / 
Josh 24:1), both introduce the protective acts of YHWH with the formula “thus says 
                                                     
634 Levin 1985, 117–118. 
635 See, for example, Müller 2004, 93–118. 
636 Koopmans 1990, 370. 
637 For further possible connections see, for example, Koopmans 1990, 379-398. 
638 See, for example, Levin 1985, 116–119 and Koopmans 1990, 380–386. 
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YHWH the God of Israel” ֵהי ִיְׂשָרֵאל-ּכֹה ָאַמר ְיהָוה ֱא  (Josh 24:2 / 1 Sam 10:18), both 
speeches include a historical recollection making a reference to the Exodus (1 Sam 
10:18 / Josh 24:5–6), and both end with a reference to a book that is placed in a 
sanctuary (1 Sam 10:25 / Josh 24:26).639 Also, the expression “they stood themselves 
before YHWH” (hitpael form of ביצ ) in Josh 24:1 finds a counterpart in 1 Sam 10:19 
“stand yourselves before YHWH”. Koopmans has noted that structurally the choosing 
of Saul as king 1 Sam 10:24 is close to the choosing of YHWH as Lord in Josh 24:22. In 
both cases, the verse begins with the leader presenting to the people the result of a 
choice. Both verses end with the people confirming the choice with a short exclama-
tion. In terms of vocabulary, both utilize the verb "to choose" בחר and both introduce 
the thing to be witnessed with a ִּכי-clause.640 To be sure, there are not enough textual 
connections to argue for a literary dependence. However, both texts seem to utilize 
a type of a legal form which is also reflected in other texts (e.g. Ruth 4:9–12 and 1 
Sam 12:8). The similarities in the form of these texts are not enough for arguing an 
early dating or speculating on a common ancient Sitz im Leben.641 However, based 
on the thematic similarities with 1 Sam 10:17–27 and the above mentioned Judg 9, 
it seems even more probable that in Josh 24 the commitment scene is paralleled with 
a procedure for choosing a king. Josh 24 underlines that the Israelites chose YHWH 
as a king for themselves. This, in turn, underlines the wickedness of the people when 
they later choose a human king for themselves. 
 Among the several links between Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12, some are presented 
by both the OG and the MT, while some are secondary additions to the MT. As noted 
earlier, in Josh 24:5 the MT creates a secondary link with 1 Sam 12:8 with the addition 
of “I sent Moses and Aaron”. Similar secondary alignments in the MT are found in 
24:6, 7, and 22.642 Thus, documented evidence reveals that Josh 24 has been second-
arily aligned with 1 Sam 12. While this has not been taken into account by scholars 
thus far, the connections between Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12 have been recognized by 
many. There are several similarities present in both textual traditions: both present 
the farewell speeches of an important figure, 1 Sam 12:5 and Josh 24:22 (MT) are 
structurally similar, 1 Sam 12:6–8 recalls the fathers in Exodus much like Josh 24:5–
                                                     
639 For further analysis on the connections between these chapters see Koopmans 1990, 380–386. 
640 Koopmans 1990, 384. 
641 Contra Koopmans 1990, 386. 
642 See section 3.2.2.3. 
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7, and both give a historical summary with several parallels (1 Sam 12:8–12 / Josh 
24:2–13).643 The most important difference of 1 Sam 12 with Josh 24 is that it incor-
porates the theme of the infidelity of the Israelites into the historical summary (1 
Sam 12:10) and links the choosing of a king with this infidelity (1 Sam 12:7). There 
might be a subtle reference to Josh 24 in 1 Sam 12:12, were it is said that the people 
wanted a king to reign over them even though “YHWH your God was your king” ( ַויהָוה
ֵהיֶכם ַמְלְּכֶכם  .(ֱא
 In terms of the direction of influence, it is usually argued that Josh 24 has 
served as one source for the author of 1 Sam 12, which seems to be the most prob-
able alternative.644 Veijola correctly attributed the whole chapter 1 Sam 12, which 
presents a negative attitude towards monarchy, to the late DtrN redactor.645 Nihan 
argues that 1 Sam 12 was composed as part of a revision that sought to align the 
traditions concerning the origins of kingship with the conception of choosing be-
tween serving YHWH or the other gods in Josh 24. According to Nihan, this revision 
was part of an attempt to align the books of the Hexateuch with the latter historical 
books.646 While these are possible conclusions, the textual evidence analyzed in this 
study has shown that the relationship of Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12 is more complicated 
and reciprocal. While 1 Sam 12 might have originally used some form of Josh 24 as 
one of its sources, Josh 24 has undergone harmonization towards 1 Sam 12 in the 
proto-MT phase of its editing. Therefore, one should be careful in making overly 
broad conclusions based on the complex relationship of Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12.647 The 
key point for the study of editorial techniques is that secondary harmonization of 
parallel texts is not limited to one or the other. In the case of parallel texts, both may 
have been secondarily harmonized closer to one another. This makes the evaluation 
of the textual dependence between similar texts more complicated. Furthermore, 
Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12 are both related to a negative attitude towards human king-
ship, as was revealed already in the comparison with 1 Sam 10:17–27. Therefore, it 
                                                     
643 For other analyses of the connections between Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12 see Koopmans 1990, 390–
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644 Nihan 2013, 261.  
645 Veijola 1977, 83–99 
646 Nihan 2013, 265–266. 
647 The picture becomes even more complicated when one takes the LXX version of 1 Sam 12 into 




is possible that both texts may have been written and subsequently harmonized by 
the same editorial groups that had a negative view of kingship. 
 The last relevant text in Samuel-Kings for understanding Josh 24 is 1 Kgs 12:1–
19, with the division of the kingdom and the failure of the Northern kingdom to come 
under the kingship of Rehoboam. It should be noted up front that 1 Kgs 12:1–19 is 
an extremely complex text due to its textual and literary problems, that cannot be 
dealt with in this study.648 It is enough to make a few observations on the similarities 
with Josh 24. In addition to taking place at Shechem, Josh 24 and 1 Kgs 12:1–19 both 
have several points of connection: they are structured as a dialogue between the 
leader and the people,649 they utilize the verb עבד “to serve” in relation to serving 
either YHWH or the king (Josh 24:14–21 / 1 Kgs 12:4, 7), they explicate that “the 
whole Israel” was present (Josh 24:1 / 1 Kgs 12:1), and they include the elders ( ֵקִניםַהּזְ  ) 
among the people (Josh 24:1 / 1 Kgs 12:6). It would not be sustainable to argue for a 
direct textual and literary dependence between the passages. Rather, the linguistic 
and thematical similarities of Josh 24 with 1 Kgs 12:1–19 and Judg 9 strengthens the 
earlier conclusion that the commitment scene in Josh 24 is modeled as a contrast to 
the upcoming events. In Shechem, “the whole people” dedicated themselves to 
serve YHWH (Josh 24). In Shechem, the Israelites tried to choose a human king in-
stead of YHWH, but failed miserably (Judg 9). Finally, in Shechem, “the whole Israel” 
fell apart (1 Kgs 12).650 
 Therefore, the commitment scene in Josh 24 seems to represent Second Tem-
ple reception of key texts in Deuteronomy (e.g. Deut 7:6, 11:26, 30:15–20) in the light 
of a wider “historical” and literary perspective (Judg 9, 1 Sam 10:17–25, 1 Sam 12, 1 
Kgs 12). In this regard, it differs fundamentally from the historical summary at the 
beginning of the chapter. 
                                                     
648 For a brief description of the literary and textual problems and further studies related to 1 Kgs 12 
see Witte 2010, 91–93. For literary criticism of 1 Kgs 12, see Würthwein 1977, 150–166. 
649 Koopmans (1990, 395): “This account is of considerable importance regarding the poetic narrative 
of Josh. 24:1–28 because it demonstrates that the enthronement negotiation in Shechem as narrated 
in 1 Kgs 12:1–17 also employs poetic discourse (cf. the enthronement negotiation at Shechem in Judg. 
9).” 
650 Levin 1985, 177; Schmid 1999, 230; Müller 2004, 226. 
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4.2.7 Josh 24 and Other Historical Summaries 
The last literary connection to be noted is the close relationship of the historical sum-
mary in Josh 24:2–13 with very late historical summaries in the Hebrew Bible and 
beyond. When analyzing these similar historical summaries, some scholars even 
speak of a “sub-genre of sorts”.651 It seems to be practically justifiable to loosely use 
the term literary genre when referring to this type of a historical summary. The texts 
in question are, most notably, Deut 26:5–9, 1 Sam 12:6–17, Neh 9:6–37, Ps 78, 105, 
106, 135, 136, Jdt 5:5–21, and Acts 7.652 All the above-mentioned texts present a 
selective summary of the history of Israel to enforce their own message. It is not 
necessary to analyze all the textual connections between Josh 24:2–13 and these 
texts in detail, since these texts have a long history of research. However, I will briefly 
survey some of these key features of the texts to gain a deeper understanding of Josh 
24:2–13.653 
 Some of the textual connections between Josh 24:2–13 and Deut 26:5–9 have 
already been referenced to. The most remarkable feature is the plus in the earlier 
text OG Josh 24:5–6 (“and became there a great and populous and mighty nation, 
and the Egyptians afflicted them”), which is an almost word-for-word reference to 
Deut 26:5–6. This link was lost in the MT due to a scribal mistake.654 OG Josh 24:7 
preserved another earlier reading (“and we cried out to the Lord”) which is a refer-
ence to Deut 26:7 lost in the proto-MT editing.655 While the OG preserves a text 
closer to Deut 26, whether one reads the OG or the MT, the connections between 
these texts are clear. To name a few, both refer to the fathers moving down to Egypt 
(Deut 26:5 / Josh 24:4), both refer to YHWH leading the Israelites out of Egypt with 
signs and wonders (Deut 26:8 / Josh 24:5, 17), and both refer to YHWH giving them 
a land full of good things (Deut 26:9 / Josh 24:13). It was Von Rad who first observed 
the connections between these historical summaries, called them “small historical 
creeds”, and proposed that they contain traces of an ancient cultic creed.656 While 
                                                     
651 Gera 2014, 201. 
652 For a brief overview of these and other summaries of history in the Hebrew Bible and early Jewish 
literature, see Wischmeyer 2006, 348–353. 
653 The connections between Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12 have already been analyzed in the previous sec-
tion. 
654 See section 3.2.2.3. 
655 See section 3.2.2.4. 
656 Von Rad 1938, 3–8. 
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the observations on the connections remain valid, in modern research Deut 26:5–9 
is usually regarded as a late exilic supplement to the book of Deuteronomy.657 This is 
seen especially in the way that the text creatively utilizes older material from Num 
20:15ff. and other sources.658 Since it is probable that Josh 24:2–13 secondarily refers 
to Deut 26:5–9, it seems that Josh 24:2–13 should be seen as an even later passage. 
While the relationship between Deut and Josh remains complex, and it is impossible 
to untangle all the intricacies here, it is safe to assume that both Deut 26:5–9 and 
Josh 24:2–13 are representatives of late Second Temple period efforts to concisely 
present a history of Israel to rationalize a specific message. 
 The connections between Josh 24:2–13 and Neh 9:6–37 are numerous. To 
name a few, both begin their historical summary with the selection of Abraham (Josh 
24:3 / Neh 9:7), both contain a summary of what YHWH did in Egypt (Josh 24:5–6 / 
Neh 9:9–10), both recall the events at the Sea of Reeds (Josh 24:6–7 / Neh 9:11), both 
recall a long period in the wilderness (Josh 24:7 / Neh 9:21), both contain a reference 
to Sihon and Og (Josh 24:12 / Neh 9:22), and both reference all the good things men-
tioned in Deut 6:10–12 (Josh 24:13 / Neh 9:25). To be sure, Neh 9:6–37 contains a 
much longer summary of the history of Israel, together with an emphasis on the con-
stant rebelling of the people. In other words, the literary and chronological perspec-
tive of Neh 9:6–37 is much wider than in Joshua. Neh 9, in fact, belongs to the young-
est sections in the Hebrew Bible. It is a product of late Fortschreibung expanding 
upon themes in the earlier layers of Ezra-Nehemiah.659 Much like Josh 24:2–13, it 
utilizes material found in various parts of the Hebrew Bible. Arguably, Neh 9 goes 
even further in its intertextual connections, and is probably an even later version of 
the historical summary than the one found in Josh 24:2–13. In any case, the connec-
tions between Josh 24:2–13 and Neh 9 corroborate the conclusion that the historical 
summary as a genre is a very late literary creation. 
 In addition to narrative material, the group of psalms often labeled as “histori-
cal psalms” (Ps 78, 105, 106, 135, 136) has close affinities with the historical summary 
in Josh 24:2–13. Parallel to Josh 24:2–13, the main stages of a historical summary can 
be found in these psalms: the Israelites in Egypt, the Exodus, the desert wandering, 
                                                     
657 See, for example, Lohfink 1994, 265–289; Gertz 2000, 30–45; Kratz 2005, 133. 
658 Kreuzer 1996, 99–101. 
659 Pakkala 2004, 180–184. 
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and settlement in the Promised Land. Psalm 105 is the only one that, like Josh 24, 
begins the summary from the times of Abraham (Ps 105:9). Therefore, Ps 105 seems 
to be closest to Josh 24:2–13. In addition, both contain the sending of Moses and 
Aaron (Ps 105:26 / MT Josh 24:5) and refer to Deut 6:10–13 (Ps 105:44 / Josh 24:13). 
All the historical psalms contain a far more elaborate recollection of the history of 
Israel than Josh 24:2–13. Several detailed analyses have been made of these psalms 
by various scholars.660 For the purposes of this study it is enough to note that these 
psalms are probably late Second Temple texts, which once again points towards Josh 
24:2–13 belonging to this late scribal tradition.661 
 Differing from the historical summaries in the previous texts, the book of Judith 
inserts the historical summary into the mouth of a gentile called Achior. Jdt 5:5–21 
contains several elements present also in Josh 24:2–13. Many phrases in Judith even 
accord word-for-word with OG Joshua, including: “the gods of your / their fathers” 
τοῖς θεοῖς τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν / αὐτῶν (Josh 24:15 / Jdt 5:7), “they went down to Egypt” 
κατέβησαν εἰς Αἴγυπτον (Josh 24:4 / Jdt 5:10), “and became there a great, many, and 
mighty nation” καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ εἰς ἔθνος μέγα καὶ πολὺ καὶ κραταιόν (Josh 24:5) / 
“and became there very large in number” καὶ ἐγένοντο ἐκεῖ εἰς πλῆθος πολύ (Jdt 5:10), 
“and he struck” καὶ ἐπάταξεν (Josh 24:5 / Jdt 24:12), καὶ ἀνεβοήσαμεν πρὸς κύριον 
“and we cried out to the Lord” (Josh 24:7) / “and they cried out to their God” καὶ 
ἀνεβόησαν πρὸς τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν (Jdt 5:11), and “you / they destroyed completely” 
ἐξωλεθρεύσατε / ἐξωλέθρευσαν (Josh 24:8 / Jdt 5:15).662 As is the case with Neh 9 and 
the “historical psalms”, Jdt 5 presents a more detailed summary of the history than 
Josh 24:2–13. It is likely that the author knew and intentionally utilized Josh 24:2–13, 
among other texts. The dating and original language of the book of Judith is still a 
matter of controversy, but most likely it is a composition written in the late Second 
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Temple period.663 Thus, it is another witness for the popularity of the historical sum-
mary as a literary genre in the late Second Temple period and, together with the 
other texts, suggests that Josh 24:2–13 is also a product of this late literary environ-
ment. 
  Finally, the lateness of the historical summary as a literary genre is evidenced 
by the usage of the literary form in Acts 7, written at the end of the first century CE. 
The analysis by Wischmeyer reveals that the author of Acts 7 portrays the speech of 
Stephen as a historical summary, which is a direct continuation from the tradition of 
Josh 24:2–13 and other similar summaries.664 Like the other summaries, the author 
of Acts 7 uses a selective retelling of the history of Israel, emphasizing the turning 
away of the Israelites from the true God. In this case, the strategy inherited from the 
Hebrew Bible is used to link the Israelite's rejection of God in history with their first 
century rejection of Jesus.665 The usage of the literary form of a historical summary 
in the New Testament reveals that it was a popular literary genre even at the end of 
the Second Temple period. 
4.2.8 Three Interim Conclusions for Literary and Redaction Criticism  
The analysis of the literary and thematical connections of Josh 24 with other texts 
forms a basis for the evaluation of literary and redaction critical models. Three key 
issues should especially be kept in mind when moving on to the next section. First, 
whereas Josh 23 could function as a conclusion to the book of Joshua, the literary 
horizon of Josh 24 is wider. It is only loosely anchored in the context of the book of 
Joshua, and makes several references to the preceding and following books. There-
fore, it has been possible to use it as evidence for different, larger compositional 
models (e.g. Hexateuch and DtrH). Second, the mixture of intertextual connections 
in Josh 24 makes it impossible to characterize the chapter with any single label. It is 
not dependent on any single text or literary layer, but presents a creative blend of 
various kinds of sources. While it is possible that one very late author could have 
utilized diverse material, taken together with the existence of variant textual edi-
tions, this rather suggests a literary development in several subsequent stages. Third, 
                                                     
663 For a discussion see, for example, Gera 2014, 79–97. 
664 Wischmeyer 2006, 341–358. For an analysis of the most notable Old Testament quotations in Acts 
7, see Arnold 1996, 311–319. 
665 Arnold 1996, 312. 
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in terms of literary connections, Josh 24 is made up of three parts. The historical 
summary in Josh 24:2–13 is connected with other very late historical summaries in 
the Hebrew Bible and beyond. It makes several connections with the history of Israel 
as found in the Pentateuch, and gives the text a “Hexateuchal” flavor. The commit-
ment scene in 24:14–27, on the other hand, is mostly dependent upon themes and 
ideas from Deuteronomy and other historical books (Judg 9, 1 Sam 10:17–27, 1 Kgs 
12). Lastly, the death and burial scene in Josh 24:28–33 is a flexible unit, and could 
function as a possible ending or transition in various literary wholes. This is seen, for 
example, in that it has been secondarily adapted by Judges.  
4.3 Literary and Redaction Criticism of Josh 24 
4.3.1 Introductory Remarks 
I will now turn to reconstructing the literary history of Josh 24. There are several 
literary-critical models pertaining to Josh 24 that have support in modern research. 
These models range from assuming one author to postulating several subsequent 
layers. In this study, they will be evaluated in the light of the documented evidence 
analyzed in previous sections. To understand and appreciate the state of research 
today, however, some phases in the early history of this research need to be sur-
veyed. Following the typology in the recent commentary by Dozeman, the history of 
literary and redaction critical research into the book of Joshua can be divided into 
four phases.666  
 First, nineteenth century research was dominated by the concept of the Hexa-
teuch. In this paradigm, the book of Joshua was regarded in its earliest form as a 
supplement to the Pentateuch, which formed an ending for the sources in the Pen-
tateuch. Among the most prominent scholars within this paradigm were Wellhausen 
and Kuenen.667 Their key observation was that the book of Joshua attests to several 
stages of editing. At least three phases can be distinguished: (1) an original Hexateu-
chal ending for the sources of the Pentateuch, (2) a Deuteronomistic rewriting of 
Joshua, and (3) the Priestly version of the story of the conquest and division of the 
land.668 In this manner, these scholars also separated various sources and stages of 
                                                     
666 Dozeman 2015, 5–32. 
667 Wellhausen 1899 and Kuenen 1886. 
668 Dozeman 2015, 6. 
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development in Josh 24. The core of the chapter was a continuing source from the 
Pentateuch. The kernel of the chapter was attributed to the Elohist (E). The E source, 
however, was preserved in Josh 24 through a complex process of editing. While Well-
hausen supposed Deuteronomistic editing, which utilized both Jahwist (J) and E ele-
ments in shaping the chapter, Kuenen also regarded many of the elements as Deu-
teronomistic additions.669 
 Several key critical observations from the early Hexateuchal scholarship remain 
relevant to the study of Josh 24.670 However, the conclusion that the book of Joshua 
reveals an early continuation of the sources of the Pentateuch is not held anymore. 
As revealed by my study of the literary connections, it is clear that Josh 24 preserves 
complex connections with the Pentateuch. However, assuming a continuing early E 
source is problematic since, as my analysis revealed, many of these connections are 
probably very late and may even be results of later harmonization, as revealed by 
some variants between the MT and the OG. Here one can also point to the critique 
by Koopmans, who demonstrates that the manner in which the Pentateuch is used 
in Josh 24 does not show preferences following the classic JE distinctions.671 Moreo-
ver, the whole attempt to establish ancient J and E sources that expand themselves 
over various books is often based on weak grounds utilizing assumptions made on 
the basis of single phrases or words.672 
 Second, in the first half of the 20th century research was more focused on the 
search for the historical realities behind the events described in the book of Joshua 
than on the compositional or textual history. It was generally accepted that the book 
of Joshua did not report history as such. However, there was a belief that preliterary 
etiological stories, in the spirit of form-criticism, could be traced behind the text. 
These quests were driven by the increasing exposure of biblical scholars to the ar-
chaeology of Syria-Palestine, and the formation of several international archaeolog-
ical institutes. One of the main discussions pertained to the historical realities behind 
                                                     
669 Wellhausen 1899, 133–134 and Kuenen 1886, 155–159. 
670 These are, for example, the notion that the book of Joshua is a product of subsequent stages of 
editing, the observations concerning the textual connections between the book of Joshua and the 
Pentateuch, and the conclusion that the historical value of the conquest accounts in the book of 
Joshua is dubious (Dozeman 2015, 6–8) 
671 Koopmans 1990, 118–128. 
672 See, for example, Carr 2011, 110. On the various way that the “Yahwist” is understood in modern 
research see Römer 2006, 9–27. 
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the conquest of the land by the Israelites, and especially a debate between the “in-
filtration theory” (Albrecht Alt) and “unified conquest theory” (William F. Albright).673 
Josh 24 was not at the center of this discussion. Several scholars, however, gave re-
constructions of the ancient Sitz im Leben behind Josh 24. The chapter was explained, 
for example, in the light of an assumed ancient amphictyonic cultic tribal gathering 
at Shechem,674 assumed ancient cultic creeds,675 and Hittite treaty texts.676 This 
phase of research on Josh 24 can be described, in the words of Koopmans, as “a 
search for literary correlations between biblical, covenantal texts and ancient treaty 
documents, which led to the assertion of a specific OT genre, a covenant formulary 
dependent upon the treaty form.”677 
 The search for the historical events behind the book of Joshua has continued 
in some circles, but generally scholarship has taken the direction summarized by 
Richard Nelson: “Joshua is fundamentally a theological and literary work. Hardly any 
of the material it preserves is of the sort that can be directly used for historical re-
construction”.678 In the light of the most recent summaries of archaeological findings, 
the reports in the book of Joshua have been shown to have little or no basis in de-
scribing how Israel actually came into being, as an indigenous development through 
a complex social transformation among the pastoral people of the Canaanite high-
lands.679 In addition, modern scholarship is usually skeptical towards the possibility 
of recovering the ancient cultic settings or people behind the texts in Joshua, since 
the various sagas probably reflect later traditions. As Nelson aptly continues: "Josh-
ua's true historical value consists of what it reveals about the social and ideological 
world of those who told these stories, collected and redacted them".680 When one 
adds to this discussion the complex set of text-critical variants and literary connec-
tions that were uncovered in the preceding sections, it seems that Josh 24 as such 
does not provide information on pre-exilic historical creeds or cultic moments.681 
                                                     
673 For a brief review see Dozeman 2015, 8–16. 
674 Noth 1930, 85–97. Also, Mowinckel (1958, 137–150; 1964, 48), who however argued that the 
original cultic event at Shechem consisted of ten tribes, and that the tradition of twelve tribes 
emerged at the earliest in David’s times. 
675 Von Rad 1938. 
676 Mendenhall 1955. 
677 Koopmans 1990, 61. 
678 Nelson 1997, 2–3. 
679 Nelson 1997, 3–4; Finkelstein & Silberman 2002, 97–122; Dever 2003. 
680 Nelson 1997, 4. 
681 After Perlitt (1969, 239–247) it has been hard to argue that the scene taking place in Josh 24 is 
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Therefore, as Dozeman has noted, “the impasse in recovering the history of the tribal 
period from the book of Joshua has redirected research back to the question of its 
literary composition.”682 
 The last two phases in the literary and redaction critical research of the book 
of Joshua are, according to Dozeman, the hypothesis of a Deuteronomistic history 
and the view that Joshua is an independent book.683 This statement, however, sim-
plifies current research. The situation in modern research seems to be more compli-
cated and varied. For example, there are several models of subsequent redactions 
that break away from the Deuteronomistic history hypothesis.684 In this study, I will 
now move from a chronological review to evaluating the most prominent composi-
tional positions that are held in respect to Josh 24.  
 The most important aim of the following critical evaluation is to integrate the 
documented evidence of editing into the discussion. One of the key features of my 
argument in the following evaluation is: documented evidence sets boundaries for 
what can be argued in literary and redaction criticism. This argument follows logically 
from my text-critical analysis, which revealed that the latest literary growth of Josh 
24 was visible in documented evidence. Therefore, documented evidence overrules 
some possibilities for what can be argued in terms of the compositional history of 
Joshua.685 On the other hand, documented evidence corroborates the assumptions 
and arguments presented in literary and redaction criticism. In this way, some exist-
ing literary-critical arguments and models gain support from textual evidence. When 
the evidence has been considered in this manner, we will have an outline of the lit-
erary history of Josh 24. 
 The following analysis of literary and redaction critical possibilities is divided 
under three headings, following the main traits of each theory or paradigm. The first 
                                                     
any more than literary fiction. See also, for example, Hoffman 1980, 305–306; Levin 1985, 114; Aure-
lius 2008, 95. Of course one cannot rule out the possibility that such texts might contain echoes of 
older traditions. Even later writers may have known and utilized such traditions—at least as distant 
memories. 
682 Dozeman 2015, 16. 
683 Dozeman 2015, 16–32. 
684 For example, Becker 2006 and Knauf 2008. 
685 Similarly, also Auld (1998, 17) regarding LXX Joshua: “Many more textual cruces could be studied, 
some of them with significance for the literary criticism of the book: normally only negative signifi-
cance, in that they foreclose options.” In my opinion, however, textual criticism also has a positive 




two stages are related to the literary criticism of the chapter. First, I will evaluate the 
arguments put forth for the original literary unity of Josh 24 (section 4.3.2). Second, 
after having overruled this possibility, I will argue that the assumption of a basic com-
mitment narrative expanded in several stages best accords with the documented ev-
idence (section 4.3.3). The next two stages relate to redaction criticism and larger 
compositional issues. Can Josh 24 be explained within the framework of Deuterono-
mistic redactions (section 4.3.4)? What is the best explanation for the transition from 
Joshua to Judges (section 4.3.5)? Since these questions are related to many other 
texts in the Hebrew Bible, the discussion is much more modest than one would hope. 
Nevertheless, I believe it adequately illuminates the problems and possibilities in us-
ing Josh 24 as a part of larger compositional models. Finally, I will propose a synthesis 
of the discussed themes which, in my opinion, best illuminates the literary develop-
ment of Josh 24 in the light of documented evidence. In this context, I will also discuss 
the overall viability of the methods of literary and redaction criticism in uncovering 
editorial intrusions, together with methodological insights from my analysis of Josh 
24. 
4.3.2 A Late Literary Unity 
The main task of literary criticism is to determine the possible unity or disunity of a 
given text. In recent scholarship, there has been an increasing trend towards regard-
ing Josh 24 as a literary unity. These models are often connected with the larger com-
positional theory positing that in the late (Persian or Hellenistic) stages of the literary 
growth of the Hebrew Bible there was an editorial movement towards creating a 
large compositional unity (Hexateuch or even Enneateuch).686 
 In the light of the analysis of documented evidence, it can be stated already at 
the outset that the assumption of a literary unity in Josh 24 seems unfounded. Text-
critical evidence reveals that there were already several stages of editing in the latest 
literary growth of Josh 24. While both the OG and the MT exhibit later editorial in-
trusions, especially the latter reflects several secondary elements. This documented 
evidence raises the suspicion that such editing has also taken place in Josh 24, the 
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traces of which are not preserved in the textual evidence. In my opinion, the overall 
methodological conclusions by Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny also apply in the case 
of Josh 24: “...we can assume that these documented cases attest to merely a frac-
tion of the actual changes that have taken place in the transmission... there are good 
reasons to assume that similar editorial processes took place during the earlier peri-
ods of the textual transmission that are largely undocumented by variant edi-
tions.”687 The models assuming a late literary unity suffer from a wide neglect of the 
documented evidence provided by the OG. 
 Despite this suspicion raised by text-critical observations, it is necessary to an-
alyze some of the arguments used in models postulating a basic unity of Josh 24. This 
is because these models are quite influential in modern research. The main claim of 
these theories is that Josh 24 is a late post-exilic and post-Deuteronomistic composi-
tion. The beginnings of this line of interpretation can be attributed to the studies of 
John Van Seters,688 Erhard Blum,689 and Moshe Anbar.690 The basic view of Josh 24 as 
a late literary composition has been adopted in several studies.691 The various for-
mulations of this theory are not uniform, and there are disagreements in details. One 
of the main debates, for example, is whether Josh 24 is not only post-Deuterono-
mistic but also post-Priestly, as argued by Anbar and Nihan.692  
 The main arguments for this theory emerge from various details in the text. 
These have been interpreted as evidence for the literary unity and late provenance 
of Josh 24. Moreover, according to Römer & Brettler, the assumption of a late Hexa-
teuch “solves the various critical problems associated with the chapter.”693 However, 
my text-critical analysis sheds doubts on many of these observations. 
 First, within the theory of a late and unified Josh 24, the beginning verses Josh 
24:1–2 are explained as an opening statement that is modeled upon a Deuterono-
mistic parenesis. The beginning of the chapter, which combines the assembly of the 
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people with an introduction of divine speech (“thus says YHWH, the God of Israel”) 
would have been created following late Deuteronomistic texts, specifically in Josh 
23:2 and 1 Sam 10:17–18. Based on this observation, Van Seters concludes that 24:1–
2 is modelled on “the kind of prophetic style that is the hallmark of the Dtr tradition 
both in DtrH and in the late prophetic works.”694 From these observations it would 
then follow that the author who created such an introduction was aware of several 
late traditions. However, Van Seters does not note the variants in the OG. My text-
critical analysis revealed that these textual connections are more complicated than 
merely stating that Josh 24:1–2 was modelled upon other late introductions. The ev-
idence from the OG revealed that Josh 24:1 has been secondarily harmonized to-
wards Josh 23:2. Before this harmonization, Josh 24:1 was connected with Josh 
8:33.695 Therefore, in order to explain all of the textual evidence, we have to assume 
at least two editorial phases at the beginning of Josh 24:1. It is then not probable that 
the beginning verses as we have them in the MT have been modelled by one author, 
but rather that they have probably undergone several stages of editing with respect 
to similar texts. 
 Second, the historical summary in Josh 24:2–13 is explained as a late composi-
tion deliberately combining several elements. Van Seters links the historical sum-
mary to various recitals of YHWH’s protective actions in the history of Israel resem-
bling Deut 26:5–9 (Judg 6:7–9, 10:11–12, 1 Sam 10:18, 12:8–12). Such historical sum-
maries usually begin with the Exodus and somehow bring the historical happenings 
into the time of the speaker. They are significantly free adaptions of the events. In 
terms of Josh 24:2–13, Van Seters notes that the historical summary does not merely 
repeat the traditional elements of these historical summaries, but adds several new 
elements from the “pre-Priestly” traditions (e.g., the patriarchal history, additional 
information on the Exodus, Balaam-narrative). This, according to Van Seters, does 
not speak for the presence of older traditions, but of the late nature of the text. The 
late author could take the Deuteronomistic traditions and inflate them with other 
traditions. According to Van Seters, these later inflations (e.g., the sea event in Josh 
24:6–7) cannot be late additions, but they are integral to the story itself, which is 
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seen in the adapting of the literary form of the story presented by the "Yahwist” in 
Exod 12–14.696 
 The basic observations related to the lateness of the historical summary are 
correct, as was also concluded earlier in this study. With respect to the historical 
summary, the case for literary unity is however problematic, since the documented 
evidence preserves such a complicated picture of the latest literary growth. While 
the earlier OG text presents the historical summary as a prophetic speech of Joshua, 
the MT secondarily transforms it to a divine speech. It also expands the historical 
summary with elements taken from 1 Sam 12 (MT) and softens some theological 
concepts that are perceived as problematic.697 These variants are not merely spo-
radic glosses, and their satisfactory explanation demands assuming several develop-
mental phases in the development of the Hebrew text of the historical summary. 
Neglecting this evidence altogether is the only way of preserving an assumption that 
we are dealing with a literary unity. For instance, when Van Seters compares the lit-
erary form of Josh 24:5–7 to that of Exod 12–14, he does not consider that some 
similarities between the passages are not original, but were created secondarily as 
revealed by textual evidence.698 Hence the textual evidence preserved in the histor-
ical summary presents a significant obstacle for scholars who wish to maintain the 
literary unity of Josh 24. 
 Moreover, the lateness of the historical summary is a different issue than the 
date of the commitment scene. As have been shown earlier in this section, these 
contain quite different literary connections and ideas, and have probably not been 
created by the same author. I will, however, return to this question later. 
 Third, several details in the textual argumentation for a unified Josh 24 created 
to conclude a late Hexateuch reveal that relevant textual evidence is neglected in 
these theories. Römer & Brettler notes that Josh 24 employs Priestly as well as Deu-
teronomistic language, and refer to the expression “land of Canaan” in Josh 24:6. 
However, text-critical evidence reveals that “Canaan” is a later insertion in v. 6.699 It 
has also been argued that the “inclusive” location of the covenant scene at Shechem 
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699 See section 3.2.2.7. 
220 
 
would speak for a coalition of Deuteronomistic and Priestly authors,700 but the text-
critical uncertainty related to the location of the scene undermines such an assump-
tion.701 In addition, the connotations of Shechem in the Hebrew Bible are ambiguous, 
especially in the late stages of the growth of the text.702 It is equally possible that 
such a coalition would have wanted to exclude the Samaritans from the covenant, 
and utilized Shiloh as the location for the covenant making. This underlines the prob-
lems related to deducing such a historical coalition from ambiguous textual evidence. 
Lastly, the case of Josh 24:17 should be pointed out. The verse is part of a section 
(24:16–18) containing the answer of the people, which, according to Van Seters, cor-
responds rather closely to the Deuteronomistic “pattern of the recital of history as 
confessional.”703 This close correspondence, however, is not modeled by a single au-
thor; in the MT there is a considerable late addition drawing from formulaic language 
in various sections of the Deuteronomy.704 Once again, one cannot speak of a late 
author who composed the text from various Deuteronomistic and Priestly materials, 
as documented evidence reveals that there was an earlier text which has been later 
harmonized towards Deuteronomy. 
 Several other problems with the textual arguments could be pointed out in the 
endorsement of a late literary unity in the case Josh 24. Yet, the main observation is 
clear: the documented evidence of editing does not allow for an assumption of liter-
ary unity. When one begins the study of Josh 24 by comparing the extant textual 
versions, it becomes clear that several subsequent scribal hands are needed to ex-
plain the genesis of the chapter. Furthermore, is safe to assume that the documented 
history of the textual development is only the tip of the iceberg. Other changes have 
probably taken place that have not left traces in variant textual versions. Only by 
excluding the OG can one uphold the position of a unified text. This is indeed done, 
for example, in the article by Van Seters, which does not make any mention of the 
LXX.705 To be sure, it is still possible that the latest literary stages in Josh 24 reflect 
editorial motivations towards creating a Hexateuch of some sort. At least there are 
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several documented cases where the text has been secondarily harmonized towards 
other Pentateuchal texts. However, the textual arguments in these recent composi-
tional models need to be refined so that they better take into account the multifac-
eted documented evidence preserved in Josh 24. 
4.3.3 A Basic Commitment Narrative Expanded in Several Stages 
Josh 24 cannot have been written by one author at one point in time. This has already 
been demonstrated by the analysis of the variant versions preserved in the MT and 
the OG. Once it has been agreed that Josh 24 has developed in several stages, of 
which documented evidence for some has likely not been preserved, one should pro-
ceed with analyzing the various signs of diachronic development. This, however, can-
not be done solely on the basis of the MT, and one should simultaneously keep all 
the textual evidence on the table.  
 I will now put forth the most convincing literary-critical arguments and conclu-
sions, drawing also from the arguments by other scholars who advocate for a model 
of gradual literary growth in Josh 24.706 This model—presented with some degree of 
variation in the literature—assumes that a basic narrative of Josh 24 was first cre-
ated, which then grew through gradual accretion. This, in my opinion, is the most 
likely model for the literary development of Josh 24. While the proponents of this 
model do not generally take the OG into account, the evidence from the OG fits quite 
well with the main arguments. I wish to demonstrate this during the following anal-
ysis.707 
 Besides the documented evidence, the argument that Josh 24 has developed 
in several stages begins with the observation that Josh 24 consists of many difficult 
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readings, tensions, intertextual references, and repetitions. It also includes theologi-
cally diverse concepts, which cannot be ascribed to a single historical author or com-
munity.708 In terms of content, there are three main parts in Josh 24. First, the his-
torical summary in 24:1–13 is a recollection of the salvation history ranging from the 
patriarchs to the Promised Land. This historical summary builds upon earlier texts in 
the Pentateuch. Second, the commitment scene in 24:14–27 is read as a repetitious 
dialogue which has, in contrast to the historical summary, many affinities with Deu-
teronomy and the following historical books.709 Third, the death and burial accounts 
at the end of the chapter (24:28–33) are not directly connected with the content of 
the chapter. The main aim is to report the death of the hero of the conquest of the 
land, which could have originally emerged in several literary contexts, as is also seen 
in the documented evidence offered by Judg 2:6–9. 
 It is most probable that the commitment scene in Josh 24:14–28 holds the ear-
liest basic narrative of Josh 24. The historical summary has been added later as an 
introduction to this commitment narrative, which has also resulted in various addi-
tions to the basic commitment narrative.710 These additions have secondarily given 
Josh 24 a Hexateuchal flavor.711 In the table below, the most common attempts to 
reconstruct the basic narrative in Josh 24 are presented. The basic commitment nar-
rative running from 24:14a to 24:28 is almost similar in the analysis of several schol-
ars. The main disagreement between scholars relates to what originally came before 
the commitment narrative, and whether some form of the introduction in vv. 24:1–
2 belonged to the basic commitment narrative, or whether it was added later. I will 
next put forth the key textual arguments for this basic literary critical division in Josh 
24. 
 
Previous suggestions for the basic commitment narrative 
[13:1a Now Joshua was old and advanced in years 23:2a and Joshua summoned all Israel 23:2b* and said 
to them: “I am now old and well advanced in years 23:3 and you have seen all that YHWH your God 
has done to all these nations for your sakes. For it is YHWH your God who has fought for you.]712 
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[24:1a And Joshua gathered all the tribes of Israel to Shechem 24:1b And set them before Lord. 24:2a And 
Joshua said to all the people:]713  
 
24:14a Now fear YHWH and serve him in sincerity and in faithfulness. 24:15a Now if you are unwilling to 
serve YHWH,714 choose yourself today whom you will serve. 24:15b* I and my household, we will serve 
YHWH 24:16 Then the people answered and said: “Far be it from us that we would abandon YHWH 
to serve other gods. 24:18b also we will serve YHWH, for he is our God.” 24:22 Then Joshua said to the 
people: “You are witnesses against yourselves that you have chosen YHWH, to serve him.” And 
they said: “We are witnesses!” 24:28 So Joshua sent the people away, each to their inheritances.715 
 
When the three basic parts of Josh 24 have been established, the literary-critical ar-
gument continues with the observation that there seems to be a literary seam be-
tween 24:13–14. Verse 14 begins with the introduction ְוַעָּתה “and now”, and the 
subject matter changes from the protective actions of YHWH in history to a choice 
which Joshua presents to the people.716 To be sure, the literary seam is even stronger 
in the MT tradition, which secondarily gives vv. 5–13 as the speech of YHWH.717 This 
literary-critical notion alone could lead scholars to prefer the textual form of the MT 
in the historical summary. However, a text-critical analysis seems to tip the scale to-
wards the OG preserving the earlier third-person form of the speaker in the historical 
summary. Therefore, the change in person emerged secondarily in the proto-MT ed-
iting. It is, however, noteworthy that the proto-MT editor changed the person of the 
speech to first-person speech of YHWH only in vv. 3–13 and not in v. 14ff. This obser-
vation from text-critical evidence, then, strengthens the assumption that ancient ed-
itors perceived a change in content, and a seam of some sort between vv. 13–14. 
                                                     
713 The beginning according to Becker 2006, 157; Müller 2004, 252–253; Levin 2013, 126. 
714 Müller (2004, 253) does not include the cursive 14a–15a in the earliest commitment narrative. 
715 While Becker (2006, 159) and Aurelius (2008, 102) include Josh 24:28 to the basic commitment 
narrative, Müller (2004, 253–254) and Levin (2013, 126) posit that Josh 24:28 is an even earlier verse 
which belonged to the early transition of Joshua and Judges (Josh 11:23b-24:28-Judg 2:8–9). The latter 
theory will be discussed below after the basic literary-critical solutions of Josh 24 have been made. 
716 The introduction ְוַעָּתה as a literary marker is highlighted by many scholars. See, for example, Kratz 
2005, 207; Becker 2006, 144; and Aurelius 2008, 99. See also the comments by Butler (1983, 272): 
“The text abruptly changes speaker and mood.” There are several models on whether ְוַעָּתה was orig-
inally connected with the speech introduction in Josh 24:1–2 or Josh 23:2–3. The above tables sum-
marize the main models. See also the discussion by Müller 2004, 220–221. 
717 See section 3.2.2.5. 
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Furthermore, the possibility that the historical summary in vv. 2–13 can be isolated 
from the commitment scene, and may have been secondarily added as an introduc-
tion to the commitment scene, gains indirect support from the growing body of doc-
umented evidence suggesting that ancient texts were often revised through adding 
introductions.718 
 If the historical summary was added secondarily, the earliest text form of Josh 
24 is then found by discerning the later material in the commitment scene of vv. 14–
27. The identification of resumptive repetitions (Wiederaufnahme), together with 
other literary-critical arguments, offers a relatively solid possibility for identifying the 
later additions made to the basic commitment narrative.719 On the basis of disrup-
tions in content, repetitions, and other criteria, five likely expansions can be dis-
cerned from the basic commitment narrative: Josh 24:14b, 15*, 17–18a, 19–21, and 
23–27.720 In addition, other observations discussed below expose them as 
Fortschreibung, and strengthen the argument for their lateness in relation to the 
commitment narrative. 
 First, Josh 24:14b (“put away the gods that your fathers served beyond the river 
and in Egypt, and serve YHWH”) has been added by repeating ְיהָוה-ְוִעְבדּו ֶאת  in a 
transposed form from the beginning of v. 14.721 In terms of content, the order to put 
                                                     
718 See Milstein 2016. 
719 Wiederaufnahme has been assumed as an editorial technique already early in literary-critical re-
search. The usage of resumptive repetitions by ancient scribes to expand texts has been corroborated 
by documented evidence from both biblical and other ancient Near Eastern textual material. See, for 
example, Tigay 1982, 74–76; Carr 2011, 44; Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 22–25. Some schol-
ars even promote resumptive repetitions as an “objective criterion” for determining various literary 
sources in the biblical texts (Talmon 1981, 58–59). However, Wiederaufnahme can also be used as a 
stylistic device by a single author. Therefore, it should not function as the sole argument for identifying 
secondary additions. 
720 These are, in my opinion, the most likely secondary additions. Other parts have also been sug-
gested, and I will discuss them in the footnotes and further in the section. 
721 Thus also Levin 1985, 114 and Müller 2004, 216. According to Müller (2004, 221–224) the whole 
24:14–15a is a secondary addition inspired by the addition of the historical summary. He notes that 
the parenesis “now fear YHWH and serve him” (24:14a) does not fit well with the call to “choose 
yourself today whom you will serve” (24:15aα2). These cannot have stood together in the basic nar-
rative, and the latter cannot be removed as secondary since that would remove the core idea of the 
text reflected also in 24:22. Furthermore, according to Müller, the clause “now if you are unwilling to 
serve YHWH” (24:15a) cannot be a reference to anything else but the secondarily added other gods 
in 24:15*. It is easy to agree with Müller that “choose yourself today whom you will serve” cannot be 
removed as secondary, since it is at the core of the choice presented in Josh 24. Müller also correctly 
notes the parallels for this “juridical” formulation hanging on the verb בחר (Ruth 4:9, 1 Sam 12:5). 
However, I do not think that there is a problem in including both 24:14a and 24:15a in the basic text. 
The idea that the Israelites might be unwilling to serve YHWH does not have to refer specifically to the 
gods mentioned in 24:15*, but is already embedded into the idea that the Israelites can choose to 
either serve or not to serve YHWH. In the light of Deut 30:15–20, which I have already discerned as 
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away foreign gods does not follow from what has been stated earlier. The putting 
away of foreign gods (סור hiphil) is elsewhere connected with situations where there 
are physically foreign gods among the people (Gen 35:2–3, 1 Sam 7:3–4), and not to 
a situation of a priori choice between YHWH and other gods. The plea to put away 
other gods is understood better in a context such as Judg 10:16, and in Josh 24:14 it 
could be explained as an addition, together with 24:23, motivated by a later situation 
in which the temptation to serve foreign gods is among the people.722 The assumed 
addition of v. 14b also links the secondary historical summary with the commitment 
scene, by making a reference to its beginning in 24:2. Furthermore, textual variants 
offer some evidence that the phrase might be a secondary addition. Namely, the He-
brew Vorlage of OG secondarily adds that the gods served by the fathers were “for-
eign”.723 This is a harmonization with the phrase in verse 23 ֵהי ַהֵּנָכר  and should ֶאת-ֱא
be understood as a later attempt to integrate the loose phrase in 14b more tightly 
with the context in Josh 24. 
 In addition, the middle part of v. 15 (“whether the gods of your fathers that 
were beyond the river or the gods of the Amorites in whose land you are living”) can 
be regarded as an addition together with 14b, since it introduces the same themes 
and uses similar vocabulary.724 In the MT, v. 15* has been harmonized even further 
with 14b by changing the possessive form of the gods of the fathers to the expression 
ִהים ֲאֶׁשר ָעְבדּו ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם)  taken from 14b.725 (ֶאת-ֱא
 Second, verses 19–21 have been added by repeating ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַנֲעבֹד in a trans-
posed form from v. 18b. Also, ֵהי ֵנָכר  is repeated from the added v. 14b. These ֱא
verses introduce the surprising statement by Joshua that the people cannot serve 
YHWH. Many scholars note that such a statement is not likely to have originally be-
longed to the themes of Josh 24. This is because it severely interrupts the content of 
the commitment scene; the certainty of the choice presented in v. 22 seems banal 
coming right after such a notion.726 The incoherence of vv. 19–21 with the context is 
                                                     
one of the sources for the choice, the basic text of Josh 24:14–15a is likely. Removing 24:14a as sec-
ondary would also remove some key references to Deuteronomy, which are probably at the core of 
the choice presented in Josh 24:14–15. 
722 Aurelius 2008, 100. 
723 See section 3.2.2.7. 
724 Becker 2006, 145 and Aurelius 2008, 100. 
725 See section 3.3.2.1. 
726 Levin 1985, 114; Müller 2004, 217; Aurelius 2008, 100. 
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also seen in the light of the preceding material. As Noth already noted, the content 
of vv. 19–21 is very peculiar after the positive invitation in v. 14.727 The theme of the 
incompetency to serve YHWH should therefore be seen as a note leading to the up-
coming historical books: a late redactor wanted to highlight that the story of the Is-
raelites ends in infidelity, and created a proleptic statement at this point.728 
 Third, verses 23–24 have been added by repeating ֵהינּו-ְיהָוה ִּכי-ַנֲעבֹד ֶאת הּוא ֱא  
in the slightly modified form ֵהינּו ַנֲעבֹד  from v. 18b.729 In addition, the order ֶאת-ְיהָוה ֱא
to put away the foreign gods ( ֵהי ַהֵּנָכר-ָהִסירּו ֶאת ֱא ) is repeated from the added v. 14b. 
Moreover, later editing in 22–24 is revealed by the literary device ְוַעָּתה and the sud-
den change of speaker from the people (v. 22b) to Joshua (v. 23b). When the speaker 
changes to Joshua elsewhere in the dialogue of Josh 24, it is always introduced with 
a formula (vv. 19, 22, 27). The addition needs to be explained together with the ad-
dition of 14b, since they both introduce the idea of foreign gods being amid the Isra-
elites. 
 Fourth, verses 25–27 have been added by repeating several times the idea of 
something (the Israelites themselves or stones) being a witness against the Israelites 
from v. 22.730 The secondary addition of the scene with the witness stones is also 
implied by the phrase ַּבּיֹום ַההּוא used at the beginning of v. 25.731 The added verses 
introduce the new themes of covenant making and law-giving into Josh 24, which 
hints towards its lateness in relation to the basic narrative, which does not yet include 
the concept of law.732 In this way, a continuum was drawn from the Sinai covenant 
to the commitment scene. Here one can also see the influence of Josh 8:30–35, which 
is a latecomer in the book of Joshua, also strengthening the lateness of vv. 25–27.733 
Several scholars now hold that the unique reference to ִהים  the book“ ֵסֶפר ּתֹוַרת ֱא
the Torah of God” was coined by late Hexateuch-redactors as an attempt to include 
the book of Joshua into the Torah.734 This conclusion is based, for example, on the 
                                                     
727 Noth 1953, 263. 
728 Becker 2006, 145. It is noteworthy that Römer (2006, 539), who otherwise holds Josh 24 as a 
literary unity, also regards vv. 19–21 as a secondary redactional addition. 
729 Thus also Müller 2004, 216 and Becker 2006, 144. 
730 Becker 2006, 146 and Aurelius 2008, 101. 
731 Müller 2004, 218 
732 Although Finsterbusch 2012, 196 holds Josh 24 a late literary unity, she argues that this is the 
latest reference to the Torah in the diachronic development of the book of Joshua. 
733 Becker 2006, 146. Documented evidence of Josh 8:30–35 reveals that its position was not yet 
fixed at quite a late stage. See section 4.2.4. 
734 See, for example, Blum 1997, 204; Römer and Brettler 2000, 415; Aurelius 2003, 176; Finsterbusch 
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notion that Joshua writes ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה “these words”, that is the words of Joshua, 
as an addition to an existing scroll. Joshua is therefore imagined as a lawgiver akin to 
Moses, who also spoke ַהְּדָבִרים ָהֵאֶּלה, a phrase last mentioned in Deut 32:45.  
 At this point it should be noted that the cumulative argument for the secondary 
nature of the material in vv. 23–27 is strengthened by the observable literary strategy 
behind the Fortschreibung. In the earlier commitment narrative, continued from v. 
22 to v. 28, the dialogue with the people ended in the idea that the people them-
selves functioned as a witness to the decision. This witnessing was the last thing men-
tioned before the dispersal of the people. The secondary addition of the material in 
vv. 23–27 preserved this literary form: the last thing mentioned before the dispersal 
of the people (v. 28) was that there is a witness to the commitment of the people. 
The original literary idea that the witness is the last thing mentioned in such a com-
mitment scene was preserved by later editors. Therefore, the texts before and after 
the Fortschreibung both follow the same literary strategy. 
 Fifth, vv. 17–18 begin and end with the designation of YHWH as ֵהינּו  our“ ֱא
God”. This is not a traditional resumptive repetition, but it is possible that the first 
“our God” is a sign of an addition. Based on content, vv. 17–18a stick out as a short 
historical summary which remembers the Exodus and the driving out of the Amorites. 
The mention of ֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתינּו fits the context poorly, since the fathers are not men-
tioned elsewhere in the commitment narrative. Also, the ָהֱאֹמִרי יֵֹׁשב ָהָאֶרץ “the Amo-
rites that lived in the land” is only loosely connected to the commitment scene.735 
Both, in fact, already assume the presence of the historical summary in Josh 24:2–
13; thus, the addition of 17–18a may be seen as an editorial attempt to integrate the 
commitment scene with the secondarily added historical summary. The nature of vv. 
17–18a as Fortschreibung is corroborated by documented evidence: in the proto-MT 
phase of editing, the happenings in Egypt were narrated further with the long addi-
tion (“from the land of Egypt, out of the house of slavery, and who did those great 
signs in our sight.”) missing from the earlier OG text.736 Thus the added historical 
                                                     
2012, 193. The phrase is used elsewhere only in the late verses Neh 8:8, 18. See Pakkala 2004, 136–
179, who argues that the verses with the references to the book of the Torah of God belong to the 
later additions in Neh 8. 
735 See Müller 2004, 217–218. 
736 See section 3.3.2.2. 
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summaries were likely subjected to Fortschreibung in several stages, the develop-
ment of which may possibly never be reconstructed in full. 
 The identification of vv. 14b, 15*, 17–18a, 19–21, and 23–27 as probable sec-
ondary additions is corroborated by the traditional Gegenprobe; that is, the basic 
commitment narrative flows smoothly without these additions.737 
 
Translation Basic commitment narrative 
24:14a And now fear YHWH  
and serve him in sincerity and in faithfulness.  
24:15a If it is bad in your eyes to serve YHWH,  
choose for yourselves today whom you will serve.  
24:15b* I and my household will serve YHWH  
24:16 And the people answered and said:  
“Far be it from us that we forsake YHWH  
to serve other gods.  
24:18b We will also serve YHWH for he is our God.”  
24:22 Then Joshua said to the people:  
“You are witnesses against yourselves  
that you have chosen YHWH,  
to serve him.”738  
24:28 And Joshua sent the people away,  
each to their inheritances.739 
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ְיראּו ְוַעָּתה
 ּוֶבֱאֶמת ְּבָתִמים ֹאתֹו ְוִעְבדּו
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַלֲעבֹד ְּבֵעיֵניֶכם ַרע ְוִאם
  ַתֲעבֹדּון ֶאת־ִמי ַהּיֹום ָלֶכם ַּבֲחרּו
 ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַנֲעבֹד ּוֵביִתי ְוָאֹנִכי
  ַוּיֹאֶמר ָהָעם ַוַּיַען
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ֵמֲעזֹב ָּלנּו ָחִליָלה
ִהים ַלֲעבֹד  ֲאֵחִרים ֱא
ֵהינּו ִּכי־הּוא ֶאת־ְיהָוה ַנֲעבֹד ַּגם־ֲאַנְחנּו  ֱא
ַ  ַוּיֹאֶמר   ֶאל־ָהָעם ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ָּבֶכם ַאֶּתם ֵעִדים
  ֶאת־ְיהָוה ָלֶכם ְּבַחְרֶּתם ִּכי־ַאֶּתם
 אֹותו ַלֲעבֹד
ַ  ַוְיַׁשַּלח   ֶאת־ָהָעם ְיהֹוֻׁש
 ִאיׁש ְלַנֲחָלתֹו
 
                                                     
737 Van Seters (1984, 149–150) argues against regarding some of these verses as secondary additions: 
“The unit Joshua 24.19–24 has often been judged a Dtr additions, but its removal would make the 
transition from v. 18 to v. 25 too abrupt.” The secondary nature of Josh 24:19–24 was, indeed, sug-
gested by Noth 1953, 136–137. Van Seters is correct in arguing against this solution, since 24:22 likely 
belongs to the earliest basic text of Josh 24. However, the criticism by Van Seters does not apply to 
the more sophisticated model created after Noth and presented in this section. 
738 Thus far, literary critics have often also included the answer of the people (“And they said: “We 
are witnesses!”) in the basic narrative. See, for example, Müller 2004, 253. However, as I have shown 
in section 3.3.2.3, this answer is missing from the OG, and is probably a late secondary addition. There-
fore, it should not be included in the earliest text. 
739 While Becker (2006, 159) and Aurelius (2008, 102) include Josh 24:28 in the basic commitment 
narrative, Müller (2004, 253–254) and Levin (2013, 126) posit that Josh 24:28 is an even earlier verse 
which belonged to the early transition of Joshua and Judges (Josh 11:23b-24:28-Judg 2:8–9). The latter 
theory will be discussed below after the basic literary critical solutions of Josh 24 have been made. 
229 
 
Furthermore, the basic commitment narrative consists of text present both in the OG 
and the MT, which means that documented evidence does not rule out the possibility 
that such a basic text once existed.740 As a matter of fact, documented evidence sup-
ports the identification of these verses as secondary additions. Many textual variants 
reflect attempts to either smoothen out traces of earlier redaction or integrate the 
added verses to the context with more additions. It seems that, in the case of Josh 
24, textual variants concentrate in places that have already been edited in earlier 
times. It seems therefore likely that a conglomeration of textual variants could serve 
as an indicator that a text has also been subjected to editing in the prehistory of the 
text. 
 Next, while the historical summary in vv. 2–13 has already been argued to be a 
secondarily added introduction to the commitment narrative, the question remains 
whether it was added in one or several stages. For example, Müller recognizes sev-
eral additions to the historical summary. For instance, the Balaam scene in 24:9–10 
is seen in his model as a secondary addition.741 Moreover, several scholars note sin-
gle glosses to the historical summary. For example, the list of the Amorite kings in 
24:11 is often explained as a gloss, since it cannot specify the Lords of Jericho men-
tioned earlier.742 Overall, it seems that one should be cautious in trying to identify 
too rigidly the developmental stages in the historical summary. This is because the 
text seems to be composed of scattered intertextual references to various parts in 
the Pentateuch. Such references may together give the impression of a loosely knit 
whole, and it might be tempting to recognize literary strata based on references to 
other texts. This impression, however, might already be the result of the work of the 
first author of the summary. Therefore, there should be several good reasons for 
separating episodes such as the Balaam tale from the historical summary. 
 That being said, the documented evidence has already shown that the histori-
cal summary has been supplemented with other texts in later phases. Both the OG 
and MT reveal that intertextual references have been added between verses 4 and 
                                                     
740 Except for the variants Shechem (MT) / Shiloh (OG) which, as concluded in the text-critical analy-
sis, probably represents secondary developments in the OG. It is also possible that the original com-
mitment narrative did not read any parts of 24:1–2, and began with parts of 23:2–3 (see the table 
above), which would mean that the scene was not localized in its earliest form. 
741 Müller 2004, 252–253. 
742 Thus, for example, Boling & Wright 1982, 536; Sperling 1987, 127; Becker 2006, 157; Müller 2004, 
253; Rösel 2011, 369. 
230 
 
5. While the OG adds material from Deuteronomy, the MT adds material from 1 Sam 
12.743 It is then probable that several sporadic glosses have been made to the histor-
ical summary in various phases of its copying history. The list of the Amorite kings in 
24:11 might be one such gloss. While such glosses do not relate to any larger redac-
tions, the mention of the fathers by the sea in vv. 6b–7a is the only addition to the 
historical summary which is likely related to a larger redactional aim. 
 
Josh 24:5. And YHWH smote Egypt with miracles that he did in their midst and afterwards he 
 brought you out 6. of Egypt.  
And you came to the sea. And the Egyptians pursued after your fathers with chariots 
and horses to the Sea of Reeds. 7. And we cried out to the Lord and he put darkness 
 between us and the Egyptians and he brought the sea upon them and covered them.  
And your eyes saw what YHWH did in the land of Egypt. Then you lived in the wilderness many 
days. 
 
It can be assumed, as was the case with the commitment narrative, that the earliest 
form of the narrative did not yet have any references to the fathers. The fathers have 
been secondarily added to differentiate between the old unfaithful and the new 
faithful generation. When one reads the events in Josh 24:5–7 without the scene 
dealing with the fathers at the Sea of Reeds, the narrative merely recalls the phases 
in the journey of the people, addressed to “you”. The assumably added narrative 
dealing with the fathers at the Sea of Reeds disrupts this flow, since the text changes 
to referencing “the fathers” instead of “you”.744 The nature of vv. 6b–7a as an added 
scene is corroborated by the surprising personal form “we”, which gives the feeling 
of a flashback. This formulation is not use elsewhere in Josh 24, in either one of the 
textual traditions. In addition, the proto-MT editor tried to integrate the scene closer 
to the historical summary by adding at the beginning of v. 6 ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ָואֹוִציא ֶאת  “and 
I took your fathers” which is missing from the earlier OG text. 
 The addition of 6b–7a is probably the only identifiable secondary addition to 
the historical summary related to wider redactional aims. Together with the added 
                                                     
743 See section 3.2.2.3. 
744 Aurelius 2008, 108. The Sea of Reeds episode is also identified as an addition by Fritz 1994, 238 
and Carr 2011, 135. 
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verses 14a, 15b, and 17–18a, it brings out the differentiation between the generation 
present at Shechem and the generation of the fathers to Josh 24. The sharpening of 
this division is a late motif, as seen in the documented editing of the circumcision 
scene in Josh 5.745 That the additions of the fathers take place both in the commit-
ment scene and the historical summary corroborates their lateness: they were made 
in a phase when the text of Josh 24 already constituted of both the historical sum-
mary and the commitment scene. It is probably not possible to say whether all the 
additions pertaining to the fathers were made by the same redactor or by subse-
quent editors. The latter is more probable, since in Josh 5:4–6 the same phenomenon 
is visible in late documented evidence. 
 Having discerned the late material from the basic commitment narrative, the 
question of the beginning and the end of Josh 24 remains open. The ending verse 
24:28 belongs, according to some scholars, to an earlier ending of a conquest account 
or the first transition between Joshua and Judges, which was followed by the earlier 
death account of Joshua in either Josh 24:29–30 or Judg 2:8–9.746 This question will 
be revisited in the upcoming sections. The evaluation of the beginning of Josh 24, on 
the other hand, is dependent partly on how one understands its relationship with 
Josh 23. One possibility is that the gathering in 24:1*.2a is earlier, and the basic com-
mitment narrative did not begin with the gathering in Josh 23:1–2.747 The gathering 
in 24:1–2 was later aligned with Josh 8:33 with the secondary addition of the list of 
leaders (OG), and secondarily aligned by modifying the list closer to that in Josh 23:2 
(MT). Both alignments with other texts in Joshua are late. Conversely—and a bit more 
likely—Josh 23:1, referring to the successful conquest of the land and the old age of 
Joshua, would be a good candidate for the beginning of the earliest ending scene of 
a conquest narrative. This proposition relates to larger compositional issues, since 
23:1b can be understood as a Wiederaufnahme of 13:1a, with which one of the latest 
sections in the book (Josh 13–22) was added.748 Moreover, it is hard to regard the 
introduction in Josh 24:1 as original, since it does not give any apparent narrative 
reason for a gathering and is only loosely connected with the narrative of the book 
                                                     
745 See section 3.4.2.3. 
746 See, for example, Müller 2004, 253–254 and Levin 2013, 126. See also Knauf 2008, 18–20 who 
assumes that Josh 24:29 ended the original Exodus-Conquest account. 
747 As reconstructed by Becker 2006, 157; Müller 2004, 252–253; Levin 2013, 126. 
748 Levin 2013, 128. 
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of Joshua. Therefore, it seems more probable that some form of Josh 23:1–3 consti-
tuted the original introduction to the basic narrative of the commitment scene in 
Josh 24. In any case, the question of the beginning of the original commitment nar-
rative is related to the wider compositional issues, and a more detailed account 
would require a larger analysis of the texts. At this point, it suffices to conclude that 
the basic commitment narrative originally began with a gathering of the people, and 
the doubling of this gathering (Josh 23:2–3 and Josh 24:1–2) is probably a result of 
later redactional activity that created two separate endings with separate functions. 
 Lastly, I am not aware of any scholar that has noted that SamJosh corresponds 
in remarkably many details with the model of the basic narrative proposed in literary-
critical research. A more detailed textual analysis of SamJosh 22, the chapter parallel 
to Josh 24, was carried out in section 3.6. In this context, it is enough to point out 
four similarities between SamJosh and the literary-critical model posited in this sec-
tion. First, the late historical summary in Josh 24:2–13 is missing almost in its entirety 
from SamJosh 22. Only Josh 24:13, referring to Deut 6:10–13, is present before the 
commitment narrative. In other words, as is the case with the postulated earliest 
basic text of Josh 24, SamJosh lacks all the references to the early stages of the story 
of Israel, and therefore does not contain a wider Hexateuchal perspective. Second, 
as concluded before, it is possible that the earliest commitment scene began with a 
single introduction retained in Josh 23:1–3. This is also the case in SamJosh, which 
begins with an introductory formula combining elements of Josh 23:1–2a and Josh 
24:1. Both the introduction of the assumed basic commitment narrative and the in-
troduction of SamJosh contain a reference to the old age of Joshua. After a single 
introductory formula, the text of SamJosh continues to Josh 24:13–14, as is also the 
case with the assumed basic narrative (although excluding 24:13). Third, many pas-
sages considered late in the commitment narrative in Josh 24:14ff. are missing from 
SamJosh. This includes the short historical summary (24:17–18), the claim that the 
Israelites cannot serve YHWH (24:19–21), and the repetitive exhortation and answer 
before the covenant making (24:23–24). Fourth, it is interesting that the “movable 
unit” in MT Josh 24:31 (OG 24:29), emphasizing the fidelity of the Israelites after the 
death of Joshua, is missing from SamJosh. 
 How should one explain these similarities? There are two possibilities. The first 
explanation attributes the differences to a late—ancient or medieval—Samaritan 
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writer. Given the selective nature of the retelling of the biblical book of Joshua in 
SamJosh, it is possible that a Samaritan writer would have wanted to harmonize the 
two farewell speeches into one. It would have then been only natural that the Sa-
maritan writer would not choose to retain Josh 23, but instead Josh 24, since it takes 
places at Shechem. The assumed late writer would have worked in quite the same 
manner as a modern literary critic, removing repetitions and abruptive passages from 
a redacted text. This explanation, however, is not without problems. First, there are 
no other texts in which an ancient writer would have matched the conclusions of a 
modern literary critic in so many instances. Therefore, one would have to assume an 
improbable coincidence. Second, much of the material that the editor would have 
removed is not likely to have been removed by a Samaritan author, or any other late 
author for that matter. For example, the historical summary in Josh 24:2–12 does not 
contain any anti-Samaritan or theologically polemic themes.749 In addition, an author 
wishing to create a unified farewell speech would not have had any reasons to re-
move the historical summary, which is presented as an integral part of the speech in 
Josh 24. Third, as is also the case with the Samaritan Pentateuch, the nature of the 
Samaritan Joshua text seems to be generally expansionistic. Since the assumed sec-
ondary omissions do not seem to be related to any systematic motivations, the ex-
pansionistic nature of the text speaks against the argument for omissions.750 
                                                     
749 Macdonald (1969, 5–6) also cautions against too easily assuming ideological omissions in Sepher 
Hayamim, since in many passages the text contains material from the biblical text that explicitly con-
demns the Northern rulers and the Samaritans. One would assume that a Samaritan editor attuned 
to ideological omissions would have deleted these passages. However, according to Macdonald (1969, 
14–15) there is probably also deliberate altering of the source text, and the texts should always be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. In the case of the farewell speech, Macdonald (1969, 23) argues 
that the elements missing are secondarily omitted for various reasons. The reasons given by Macdon-
ald are not satisfactory, however. For instance, Macdonald notes that the short historical summary in 
Josh 24:17–18a was omitted since it is “of secondary importance.” No other arguments are presented. 
Furthermore, Macdonald argues that some parts were removed since they accuse the Israelites of 
serving other gods. If this was true, it would be peculiar that the editor preserved in several instances 
the possibility that the Israelites might choose to serve foreign gods (e.g. SamJosh 22:11). Further-
more, as a slight contradiction to his argument, Macdonald (1969, 24) assumes that in the Judges part 
of Sepher Hayamim the editor did not omit the Deuteronomistic parts, noting that the Israelites “did 
evil in the sight of the Lord” but that they might have possessed a tradition of Judges that did not yet 
contain these remarks. 
750 In a similar vein, one could explain the omissions by returning to the explanation that SamJosh is 
a late forgery that the Samaritans made ad hoc for curious western scholars. However, in this case 
one would have to assume that the forgery utilized not only the MT but also the LXX, Josephus, and 
achieved many of the same results as 20th century literary critics. In addition, SamJosh is not the only 
manuscript retaining the unified farewell speech corresponding to the assumed basic commitment 
narrative. The farewell speech of Joshua in the Samaritan Chronicles or Sepher Hayamim and all its 
MSS corresponds closely to the farewell speech in SamJosh 22 with only minor textual variants. 
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 The second explanation is that SamJosh 22 retains echoes of an old tradition of 
the farewell speech of Joshua that has yet not been subjected to the latest stages of 
the expansive editing visible in MT and OG Josh 24. One would then have to assume 
that the Samaritans would have possessed a version of the book of Joshua in the late 
Second Temple period.751 According to this model, the textual histories of SamJosh 
22 and MT/OG Josh 24 would have been separated at an early phase of the literary 
growth of the farewell speech. Both have independently gone through expansive ed-
iting. While OG/MT Josh 24 exhibits editing in relation to the Pentateuch and other 
historical books, SamJosh 22 has been expanded with large scale Samaritan addi-
tions. If this explanation is correct, the farewell speech of Joshua known from Samar-
itan sources is based on an early version of Joshua 23–24. The biggest problem for 
accepting this explanation is the fact that the manuscript material containing the 
farewell speech of Joshua is only known from modern times.752 However, since the 
farewell speech exists in several MSS and has notable parallels with the LXX and Jo-
sephus, one should not abandon the possibility that the text might ultimately go back 
to an ancient version. After all, the best manuscript of the MT has also preserved a 
good text for well over a thousand years. 
 In the light of the preceding discussion, it is possible that SamJosh 22 is based 
on a version of Josh 24 which had not yet been subjected to all the additions present 
in the MT/OG.753 In addition, literary criticism of Josh 24 contributes to the scholarly 
understanding of the nature of SamJosh. The observations made here suggest that 
this text should probably be researched more carefully in future research. A thorough 
textual analysis of the possible editorial tendencies in SamJosh would either substan-
tiate or undemine the hypothesis put forth here.754 
                                                     
751 This is likely, since Joshua is the greatest hero of the Samaritans after Moses. See Macdonald 
1969, 3: “...it is not at all unlikely that the Sams., before Roman times, had a book – uncanonical but 
valued – which chronicled the deeds of Joshua...” 
752 However, according to Macdonald (1969, 69–70) the manuscript is clearly a copy of a much earlier 
copy. Cohen (1981, 187) also notes appropriately, considering Sepher Hayamim: “The fact that we 
acknowledge - - that our copy was made in 1908, in no way forces us to the conclusion that it is a 
‘modern Chronicle’ with no historical or literary value as an independent source.” 
753 If not, SamJosh has secondarily—through omissions—created a text which does not have all the 
secondary additions discerned in literary criticism. In this case, thus, it also lends support to the liter-
ary-critical model presented in this section. 




 To sum up, a model of literary growth in Josh 24 which began from a basic 
commitment narrative that was expanded in several stages is compelling. This model, 
extending its roots back to the research of Noth, convincingly explains both the doc-
umented evidence and the internal features of the text. Two major editorial intru-
sions have been the addition of the historical summary (Josh 24:2–13), which led to 
additions in the commitment scene, and the addition of the fathers in several in-
stances. Therefore, one can probably distinguish at least three phases in the literary 
prehistory of Josh 24. Nevertheless, many glosses and isolated editorial intrusions 
may have left little traces in the text. Therefore, the literary history of Josh 24 is likely 
more complicated than we can reconstruct. 
 Are these literary layers in Josh 24 connected with specific redactions? The first 
basic text can be connected with the so-called nomistic Deuteronomistic editing 
(DtrN), but one has to be flexible in the understanding of this “redaction”. This will 
be discussed further in section 4.3.4.755 The addition of the historical summary cre-
ates wide connections with the Pentateuch, and might be connected to the so-called 
Hexateuchal redaction, which is assumed to have the aim of integrating the book of 
Joshua into the Pentateuch.756 However, this is not necessary, since the addition of 
the historical summary might simply be connected with a wider scribal motivation of 
creating larger presentations of the salvation history of Israel, as visible in other sim-
ilar historical summaries.757 This, in turn, might be related to the beginning canoni-
zation process of some texts. In late Second Temple Judaism, some texts (e.g. the 
Pentateuch and most notably Deuteronomy) would have achieved a proto-canonical 
status, and their content would have affected editing in other texts and the creation 
                                                     
755 This opens up once again the relationship of Josh 23 with Josh 24, since many scholars attribute 
Josh 23 to DtrN (Schmid 1999, 216–217). According to Latvus (1998, 31–36), however, Josh 23 also 
has a complicated history of subsequent editing. In his model, the basic text layer of Josh 23 is de-
pendent upon ideas in DtrH but is earlier than the DtrN-texts, which have been added secondarily to 
Josh 23. If this is true, the editorial histories of Josh 23 and Josh 24 are intertwined in a complex way. 
It is possible that the nomistic Deuteronomistic editors first brought out their ideas about the end of 
the book of Joshua by creating the basic text of Josh 24. This would have led to secondary nomistic 
additions in Josh 23. However, the process may also have proceeded the other way around. In any 
case, both texts have probably been subsequently edited in several stages that cannot be uncovered 
due to the lack of documented evidence. The key point is this: the relationship of Josh 23 and Josh 24 
cannot be answered in a simplistic manner. They both have complex textual histories and have been 
subsequently edited by nomistically motivated editors. It is likely that both texts are related to DtrN, 
but how consistently one understands the editing connected with DtrN is another question, which is 
discussed below in section 4.3.4. 
756 See, for example, Knauf 2008, 20–21. 
757 See section 4.2.7. 
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of new literary compositions. Therefore, I am not sure whether the evidence from 
Josh 24 is enough for arguing for a unified Hexateuchal redaction. All the other sec-
ondary additions in Josh 24 are also related to these two motivations. Since late doc-
umented evidence reveals similar editing, I would hesitate in connecting the addi-
tions further with any specific redactions. One might simply speak of a nomistically 
motivated Fortschreibung which took place in several stages. It should be kept in 
mind that the literary development likely was more complex than the evidence al-
lows us to reconstruct. This is evident when one compares, for example, the intrica-
cies of the various models that propose different amounts of later additions to the 
basic commitment narrative. It seems to me that a rigorous literary division resem-
bling Swiss clockwork cannot be done, but it is enough to sketch the major outlines 
of the literary developments in Josh 24. 
4.3.4 Deuteronomistic Redactions 
The second significant compositional trend in modern theories on Josh 24 emerges 
from considering the book of Joshua within the framework of Deuteronomistic re-
dactions. The work of Noth laid the foundation for this paradigm. Before Noth, Deu-
teronomistic editing was recognized in the later phases of the development of the 
composition. After Noth, the first author of the book of Joshua has often been iden-
tified as the Deuteronomist.758 When one looks at the reception of his model, the 
first commentary on Joshua by Noth can undoubtedly be called “the most influential 
book on the book of Joshua in the twentieth century.”759 As Dozeman has noted, 
most of the major commentaries on the book of Joshua in the late twentieth century 
“build on the hypothesis of Noth, while offering only minor variations on the history 
of composition.”760 The belief that major parts of Joshua derived from various Deu-
teronomistic redactors has been maintained in several investigations in the 21st cen-
tury.761 
                                                     
758 Dozeman 2015, 16. Also, the time period for interpreting the book of Joshua was changed: while 
earlier scholarship often attributed the monarchy as the most crucial part for interpreting the book, 
after Noth the exile became the key for the composition. 
759 Dozeman 2015, 11. Also Noort 1998, 92.  
760 Dozeman 2015, 18. The commentaries mentioned by Dozeman are Soggin 1972, Boling & Wright 
1982, Butler 1983, and Fritz 1994. 
761 For example, Nentel 2000, 66–96; Pressler 2002, 1–8; Müller 2004; Aurelius 2008; Levin 2013.  
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 However, the place of Josh 24 in the assumed Deuteronomistic history has 
been interpreted in diverse ways. While it is usually argued that the basic text of Josh 
24 should not be attributed to the original Deuteronomist,762 interpretations of the 
chapter and the literary connections of its various parts differ. Already for Noth, the 
interpretation of Josh 24 and the relationship of Josh 23 with Josh 24 was problem-
atic, and he modified and altered his view several times. In the earliest treatment of 
Josh 24 in Das System der Zwölf Stämme Israels, Noth accepted the premise that the 
core of Josh 24 should be attributed to E, but that it was also supplemented with a 
Yahwistic source. In addition, there was a number of later Deuteronomistic glosses 
in the chapter.763 These source distinctions were often based on conclusions drawn 
on the basis of single phrases, many of whose text-critically problematic nature I have 
demonstrated in my analysis.764 In his later work in Das Buch Josua, Noth still main-
tained that there was a pre-Deuteronomistic core to Josh 24, but he put more em-
phasis on the Deuteronomistic redaction.765 In the second edition of the commentary 
in 1958, he emphasized the Deuteronomistic nature of Josh 24 even further by at-
tributing more textual details to this redactor.766 In terms of the relationship of Josh 
23 and 24, there were considerable changes in Noth’s view. In the first commentary 
(1938), Josh 1–12 and Josh 24 were interpreted as evidence for Joshua preserving a 
pre-Deuteronomistic tradition of the conquest. Noth argued that Josh 24 served as a 
model upon which the Deuteronomist created Josh 23.767 In 1943, Noth explicitly re-
nounced this position. According to him, a literary dependence between these chap-
ters could not be proven, since their textual connections are of such a general nature. 
Instead of assuming that Josh 24 was part of the pre-Deuteronomistic conquest nar-
rative, he assumed that it derived from an independent tradition which was only later 
redacted in a Deuteronomistic style, and added at the end of the book of Joshua.768 
                                                     
762 See, for example, Nelson 1981a, 94 and Nihan 2013, 263. 
763 Noth 1930, 133–139. 
764 For example, Noth (1930, 139) maintained that the list of leaders in Josh 24:1 is a gloss taken from 
the list of leaders in the Deuteronomistic verse Josh 23:2. Our analysis has shown that the MT reading 
in Josh 24:1 is a later harmonization towards Josh 23:2. In the earlier reading, there was a connection 
with Josh 8:33. 
765 Noth 1938, 105–140. 
766 Noth 1953, 140. 
767 Noth 1938, xiii, 101. 
768 Noth 1943, 9. A view which Nelson (1981a, 94–95) characterized as a consensus in 1981. 
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In the second edition of his commentary (1953), he reverted back to the earlier po-
sition that Josh 24 served as a model for Josh 23 but maintained—in line with his 
1943 argument—that Josh 24 originally came from an independent tradition which 
was added to the book of Joshua, and already at this point had its Deuteronomistic 
shape.769  
 The ambiguity in the work of Noth on how to correctly interpret Josh 23–24 as 
part of an assumed Deuteronomistic history has not been resolved within the para-
digm of a Deuteronomistic history, and various contradictory models still prevail.770 
While some argue that some parts of Josh 24 date back to the original Deuterono-
mist,771 many deny this possibility altogether.772 At the same time, the whole theory 
of a thoroughgoing initial Deuteronomistic history (DtrH) spanning from Deut to 
Kings has come under severe criticism. Several analyses of the textual evidence have 
illustrated that it is increasingly hard to assume a single author-editor and original 
literary unity behind Deut–Kings.773 Several other explanations have emerged in-
stead. It has been argued that the core of the first mid sixth-century BCE Deuterono-
mistic history is found only in some of the pro-monarchic and temple-related texts in 
2 Kings. The wider profile and literary unity of Deut-Kings is then attributed to later 
authors. Among these are the nomistically oriented editors who may have also been 
responsible for connecting the separate texts and compositions together. Moreover, 
the work of the nomists (or DtrN) would not have constituted a single well-defined 
redaction, but is instead characterized by flexible and gradual editorial intrusions tak-
ing place in an undefined amount of stages.774 Many have argued that the various 
literary connections between Dtr–Kings have emerged only in later times, and that 
the earlier phases of literary development were more fragmentary than assumed by 
the traditional model of DtrH. For example, Lohfink has proposed that the core of the 
Deuteronomistic history lies in an early narrative of the conquest (DtrL) found in Deut 
1–Josh 22, from the time of Josiah. In addition, there was a Josianic edition of Kings, 
                                                     
769 Noth 1953, 139. 
770 See, for example, Kratz 2005, 206–207. 
771 For example, Fritz 1994, 235–249 and Nentel 2000, 66–96. 
772 For example, O’Brien 1990, 77–81 and Nihan 2013, 263. 
773 See, for example, Edenburg & Pakkala 2013, 1–2 and Dozeman 2015, 18–22. 




but this separate composition became connected only in later times.775 Thus, main-
taining an early continuous Deuteronomistic history seems to be more and more 
problematic. 
 The most obvious issue related to the traditional understanding of DtrH is at 
the end of Joshua. Were Joshua and Judges originally bound together as part of a 
larger presentation of the history of Israel? In recent scholarship, most scholars who 
adhere to a traditional view of DtrH only include Josh 24:28 in the work of original 
Deuteronomist. This dismissal notice was then followed by the death and burial ac-
count of Joshua in Judg 2:8–9, together with the rise of a new unfaithful generation 
in Judg 2:10.776 This created the original link between Joshua and Judges. This ques-
tion will be dealt separately below in section 4.3.5, when the transition between 
Joshua and Judges is discussed.  
 Among those who have attributed Josh 24 to the original Deuteronomist, one 
could mention Rudolf Smend. The argument put forth by Smend is dependent upon 
his analysis of Josh 23 and the beginning of Judges. As many others, Smend regards 
Josh 21:43–45 as the original conclusion of the conquest of the land in DtrH.777 How-
ever, contrary to many earlier scholars, Smend argues extensively that Josh 23 can-
not be regarded as belonging to the original DtrH. According to him, textual observa-
tions suggest that Josh 23 should rather be attributed to the later nomistic Deuter-
onomistic editor (DtrN). Especially the emphasis put on law (e.g. 23:6) and the con-
nections with Josh 1:7–9 demonstrate that we are more likely dealing with a later 
nomistic editor than the original Deuteronomist. Moreover, Josh 13:1–6 contains a 
later view of the conquest and is connected with Josh 23 through the notion that 
Joshua had become old (Josh 13:1a, Josh 23:1b). Since Josh 23 is late, and Josh 23 
and 24 contain many similarities, Smend deduces that Josh 24 had to belong to DtrH 
and serve as a model for DtrN for the writing of Josh 23.778 After the scene at Shiloh, 
the original DtrH continued from Josh 24:31 to Judg 2:10. Smend does not give any 
detailed textual arguments on Josh 24, and it seems that his views on broader redac-
tional trajectories led to the appraisal of Josh 24 as belonging to DtrH. Therefore, his 
view on Josh 24 does not accord with the textual evidence. Nevertheless, following 
                                                     
775 Lohfink 1991, 125-42 
776 See section 4.3.5.2. 
777 Also, Mayes 1983, 55 and O'Brien 1990, 74. Noth (1981, 40) did not attribute this passage to DtrH. 
778 For more detailed arguments see Smend 1971, 497–504. 
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the valid argument that Josh 23 should be attributed to DtrN, it seems that Josh 24 
might also belong to nomistically inspired “Deuteronomistic” redaction. Smend op-
erated with a more rigid understanding of the DtrN than is currently accepted in the 
literature.  
 A more flexible understanding of nomistic editing offers the possibility to ex-
tend DtrN to Josh 24 as well. While several scholars have discerned well-defined 
phases of Deuteronomistic nomistic editing (DtrN1, DtrN2, DtrB), Pakkala has argued 
that the differences are so small that it is hard to discern between the editors. Rather, 
DtrN or the designation “nomistic” should be understood as a wider umbrella term 
for various Second Temple editorial groups, or one group that was later imitated. The 
nomistic perspectives are so widely distributed in the current textual forms of the 
historical books that one might speak of a “very dynamic and creative movement”. 
Typical themes of nomistic thinking are seeing the king in a negative light, ignoring 
or undermining the temple, exclusive devotion to YHWH, law as the center of Israel's 
religion, Moses as the symbolic mediator between YHWH and Israel, and emphasis 
on the tablets of law.779 
 In fact, all of the above discerned phases in the literary growth of Josh 24 can 
be somehow connected with nomistically inspired redaction. Already the basic com-
mitment scene in Josh 24 contains two key features of the nomistically motivated 
editors. First, it is born out of the idea that Israel should serve YHWH exclusively. 
Second, as illustrated in the analysis of textual connection, the idea behind the basic 
commitment scene is dependent upon texts (e.g. Judg 9, 1 Kgs 12) that attach nega-
tive attitudes towards monarchy. Choosing YHWH as the divine king is meant to un-
dermine the choosing of human kings. This point has been most profoundly stressed 
by Levin, who regards the basic text of Josh 24 as belonging to the second phase of 
Deuteronomistic editing, which added an anti-monarchic layer to several texts. This 
criticism of monarchy was related to the consolidation of Persian power in Palestine, 
which transformed the hopes for a Judean king to theology concerning the kingship 
of YHWH.780 
                                                     
779 Veijola 1977, 119–122 and Pakkala 2008, 262–266. 
780 Levin 1985, 114–119. Also, Schmid (1999, 212) and Müller (2004, 215) connect Josh 24 with neg-
ative attitudes towards monarchy. 
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 Some of the later additions discerned in the literary and textual analysis of Josh 
24 are also nomistic in nature. The additions pertaining to the Israelites serving other 
gods and the strong plea to abandon them (24:14b, 15*, 19–21, 23–24) only 
strengthens the exclusivity of serving YHWH related to nomistic ideology. The making 
of a covenant and references to the book of the law (24:25–27) also serve nomistic 
ideas. Moreover, several secondary additions and corrections in the MT—as revealed 
through a comparison with the earlier text of the OG—are nomistically motivated in 
nature as was concluded in section 3.5. Among these, one should highlight the addi-
tion of the role of Moses in the proto-MT editing of Josh 24.  
 Since the influence of nomistic editing in Josh 24 extends from its beginnings 
to the latest proto-MT editing, it seems that a flexible view of DtrN or nomistic editing 
best explains the evolution of the text. Several editors or groups of editors in the 
Second Temple period worked with this key text to make it better reflect and accord 
with nomistic ideals. There are no signs of characteristics conventionally attributed 
to the DtrH in Josh 24.781 Josh 24 is rather a gradually growing and evolving product 
of the Second Temple nomistic scribal circles. Therefore, the framework of a Deuter-
onomistic history helps in understanding Josh 24 only if it is understood in the flexible 
way that many scholars understand it in recent scholarship. Josh 24 is an example of 
a text that has been written and successively edited to create connections with other 
texts and crystallize nomistic thinking. 
4.3.5 The Transition from Joshua to Judges 
4.3.5.1 The Possibilities 
In studying the relationship of various books in the Hebrew Bible, substantial atten-
tion has been focused on the seams of different books. The seam between the books 
of Joshua and Judges is a particularly debated topic, which stems from the ambiguous 
textual parallels between the first two chapters of Judges and the ending of the book 
of Joshua. The main questions are: were the books of Joshua and Judges, in a much 
shorter and earlier literary form, originally joined, as is assumed in the traditional 
model of DtrH? Conversely, have they always been separate entities, and only sec-
ondarily been brought closer to one another?  
                                                     
781 Excluding possibly 24:28 which is dealt with below. 
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 The main solutions to the problem in the scholarly literature have been: (1) 
there used to be an original connection between Joshua and Judges, but the compo-
sitions were separated at some point and continued developing on their own, (2) 
most of the book of Judges was inserted between Joshua and Samuel at a late stage, 
and only after this insertion were the books brought closer one another, (3) most of 
the book of Joshua was inserted between Deuteronomium and Judges at a late stage, 
and only after this insertion were the books brought closer one another, and (4) the 
books of Joshua and Judges have separate literary histories, and have been harmo-
nized closer one another in the latest stages of their literary and textual growth. 
These solutions will next be evaluated in the light of the documented evidence. Since 
documented evidence related to the ending of Joshua sets limits for what can be 
argued in literary and redaction criticism, it is assumed that it may help in evaluating 
what the possible solutions are.782 
 The question is also related to the issue of physical copies of compositions in 
scrolls. If scholars argue for an original connection between books, they must assume 
that they were originally written in some form on one scroll. Moreover, if we assume 
that some compositions were originally read in sequence, they would have been 
written on different scrolls but organized, read, and stored in a specific order. We do 
not possess physical evidence of any of these practices in relation to the historical 
books.783 Therefore, the matter remains speculative but needs to be considered. 
4.3.5.2 Original Book Connection 
As noted before, redaction-critical models assuming an early DtrH ranging from Deut 
to 2 Kgs assume that the books of Joshua and Judges have only secondarily been 
separated, and that this separation has led into substantial editorial expansions to 
both books. This view goes back to the work of Noth, who assumed that the original 
book connection ran from Josh 23 to Judg 2:6–9. The original purpose of Judg 2:6–9 
was to serve as a conclusion to the story of the conquest and the occupation of the 
                                                     
782 At several points in this section, I will refer to the findings in section 3.4. 
783 As mentioned in section 2.4, the Qumran evidence of Joshua is scarce. The evidence pertaining 
to Judges is even scarcer. Only small parts of Judges have been preserved in 4QJudga, 4QJudgb, and 
1QJudg. See Ulrich 2010, 254–258. It might be notable that the books of Joshua and Judges in Qumran 
have been preserved in different scrolls that have apparently been written by different scribes. So, in 
the earliest extant textual evidence, these compositions were treated as different entities. 
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land. After the books were separated, the death and burial account of Joshua was 
repeated at the end of Josh 24.784 
 Several scholars have advocated this basic view, with some variation, between 
the verses attributed to the original book connection.785 The most recent version of 
this view has been presented by Levin, who argues that it presents the most plausible 
explanation for the double account of Joshua's death.786 Building partially on the tex-
tual analysis of Auld,787 Levin argues that the original report of Joshua's death is to 
be found in Judg 2:8–9. In the original Deuteronomistic account, this report of the 
death of Joshua proceeded after the land had rested from the war (Josh 11:23b), and 
Joshua had sent every man back to their inheritance (Josh 24:28). The next stage in 
the textual growth of a combined Joshua–Judges was when the story of the angel of 
YHWH (Judg 2:1–5) was added between the story of conquest and the death account 
of Joshua. The addition was enveloped with a resumptive repetition when Judg 2:6 
was repeated from Josh 24:28. Several minor additions were made to the book of 
Joshua while Joshua and Judges were still a single composition. Most notably, Josh 
24 was added in its earliest short form.788 
 A decisive moment in the literary development took place when the single 
composition Joshua-Judges was separated into two different books. After the sepa-
ration, several editorial intrusions took place which, according to Levin, indicates that 
the separation took place relatively early on. The death and burial account of Joshua 
was repeated in Josh 24:29–31 to give a conclusion to the newly separated book of 
Joshua. The earliest elements of Judg 1 were added. The new beginning of Judg in 
chapter 1 ( ַ  And it happened after the death of Joshua”) is an“ ַוְיִהי ַאֲחֵרי מֹות ְיהֹוֻׁש
important detail in this argument, since it parallels with the beginning of the book of 
Joshua (ַוְיִהי ַאֲחֵרי מֹות ֹמֶׁשה “And it happened after the death of Moses”). Quantita-
tively, the most significant editorial activity after the separation of the books relates 
to the book of Joshua. The whole distribution of the land to the different tribes of 
Israel in Josh 13:1–21:42 and chapter 22 was interpolated. This material was better 
                                                     
784 Noth 1943, 8–9. 
785 The most common connection—Josh 24:28–Judg 2:7–10— is articulated by, for example, Latvus 
1998, 36; Müller 2004, 251–254 and Rake 2006, 127. An alternative view is argued by O'Brien 1990, 
81: Josh 24:29–31–Judg 2:10. 
786 Levin 2013, 125. 
787 See Auld 1975. 
788 Levin 2013, 125–128. 
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fitted into the context by repeating the beginning of the account (Josh 13:1) in Josh 
23:1. In this model, it is assumed that most of the parallels of Judg 1 with Josh 13–22 
can only be explained when Judg 1 is regarded as the source text for those parts in 
Joshua.789 
 This line of development is, according to Levin, part of a literary and redactional 
phenomenon in which the separation of books results in considerable editorial activ-
ities in the new, now separate, compositions. “The expansion as a whole comprises 
303 Masoretic verses, exactly the same length as the first twelve chapters of the 
book. This means that, apart from the last two chapters, half of today's book came 
into being after the separation. Once again we see that it was the separation into 
independent books that provided the precondition for the later growth of the 
text.”790 
 The theories postulating an original book connection between Joshua and 
Judges go well beyond the documented evidence preserved in variant textual wit-
nesses. To argue for such a model, one has to make several literary-critical assump-
tions about the complex relationship of various verses in Josh 23–Judg 2. Therefore, 
documented evidence cannot settle the question of an original book seam. The tex-
tual analysis of the death and burial accounts of Joshua, however, does help in criti-
cally evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of this model.791 In general, it shows 
that these models do not adequately take documented evidence into account, and 
should therefore be modified in order to better account for the text-critical evidence. 
This is evident in at least two textual details. 
 First, my analysis of documented evidence revealed that OG Josh 24:29–31 
likely preserves the earliest form of the death and burial account of Joshua. This ac-
count has been secondarily modified in MT Josh 24:29–31 by reversing the sequence 
of verses and omitting the mention of the burial of the flint knives. Moreover, while 
Judg 2:7–9 preserves the earlier sequence of events taken from OG Josh 24:29–31, 
its nature as a later selective adaptation can be seen in several secondary additions 
and features. Therefore, MT Judg 2:7–9 as such cannot be held as the earliest account 
                                                     
789 Levin 2013, 126–128. Here Levin builds on the study of Rake (2006), although he also differs with 
the study on several details. See also the review of Rake's work by Levin (2007). 
790 Levin 2013, 128. 
791 For a detailed textual analysis, refer to section 3.4. 
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of Joshua’s death and burial, which would have then served as an ending to the Deu-
teronomist’s conquest and occupation story. Since, according to my analysis of the 
text-critical evidence, the earlier death and burial account is to be found in OG Josh 
24:29–31, an earlier and original book connection between Joshua and Judges would 
have to be modified to take this evidence fully into account.792 
 Second, a comparison of the different endings between OG Josh 24 and MT 
Josh 24 revealed complicated traces of editing already present in the documented 
history of the ending of Josh 24. The Hebrew Vorlage of OG Josh 24 preserves mate-
rial (vv. 31a, 33a) that has been lost in the rewriting of the ending in MT Josh 24. 
However, there is also a secondary addition (v. 33b) that brings the Hebrew Vorlage 
closer to the book of Judges. To integrate this multifaceted editing at the end of Josh 
24 with a model of an early book connection between Joshua and Judges, one would 
have to assume several phases in the early literary development. While the model of 
a DtrH book connection assumes at least four stages of editing, documented evi-
dence reveals three independent phases of editing. Moreover, the model of a DtrH 
assumes that the books were once connected and secondarily separated, but docu-
mented evidence reveals that the books were brought closer one another. Therefore, 
one should ask what the explanatory power of such a complicated model would be. 
In the light of the limited amount of evidence, is it really credible to reconstruct a 
model in which the book seam of Joshua and Judges has been exposed to seven 
phases of literary development that have both moved the compositions further apart 
and brought them closer one another? A simpler explanation would be that the 
books have a separate literary history, and have only secondarily been brought closer 
to one another at the seam. In this case, all the evidence could be explained under 
one developmental trend. 
 Nevertheless, one key observation of this theory gains support from docu-
mented evidence which revealed that the dismissal in Judg 2:6 is secondary in rela-
tion to Josh 24:28. This is also assumed in the model as articulated by Levin. It is 
probable then, as Levin argued, that the secondary addition of the mention of the 
angel of YHWH in Judg 2:1–5 was the reason that the dismissal notice was repeated 
                                                     
792 One possibility for preserving the model could be building on the idea of O'Brien (1990, 81) that 
the original book connection ran from Josh 24:29–31 to Judg 2:10. 
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in Judg 2:6. This argument could be taken even further by claiming that all the ele-
ments in Judg 1–2:5 have been secondarily added by means of a resumptive repeti-
tion. In other words, that the death and burial of Joshua is repeated in Judg 2:6–9 
affirms that resumptive repetition was used as an editorial technique to add even 
large sections of text at the beginning of a composition. 
 Finally, more attention should be paid to the uncertain evidential value of the 
repetition preserved in Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6–9. It seems that this doubling 
does not unambiguously solve the transition from Joshua to Judges. An important 
perspective from documented evidence is that this passage seems to be extremely 
flexible in its function. It serves well as a conclusion for Josh 24, but with some mod-
ifications equally well as a transition in the story of Judg 2. The passage still functions 
either as a conclusion or a transition even if the order of the verses is altered. Con-
sequently, it is equally possible that some form of the death and burial account of 
Joshua originally served as a transition in DtrH, just as it may have originally served 
as a conclusion for an early conquest account.793 This passage is a “flexible and mov-
able unit” in the textual witnesses, and it might be impossible to attribute such units 
to a single better or more original narrative context.794 Therefore, the model of an 
original connection from Joshua to Judges as part of the original DtrH does not gain 
unequivocal support from this passage. If one wishes to argue for this model, the 
basis of the argument should probably be in other texts. 
4.3.5.3 Secondary Insertion of Judges 
The hypothesis that the book of Judges was inserted between Joshua and Samuel-
Kings at a late stage (Persian or Hellenistic era) is currently supported by several 
scholars. The support for this model is so widespread that Knauf labeled it in 2013 “a 
growing consensus”.795 In some sense, the model of a secondary insertion of Judges 
into the Former Prophets is a result of scholars looking at these books from a new 
perspective. Unlike Noth, who interpreted the books from Joshua to Kings looking 
forwards from Deuteronomy, this model entails looking backwards from Kings.796 
                                                     
793 As argued by Knauf, see section 4.3.5.3. 
794 Another, even more flexible unit is Josh 8:30–35. See section 4.2.4. 
795 Knauf 2013b, 154. In addition to Knauf, the view is held in some form by, for example, Kratz 2005, 
195–198; Guillaume 2004, 260; Spronk 2009, 137–150; Bieberstein 2011, 170; Groß 2011, 177–206. 
796 As noted by Spronk 2009, 140–141. 
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Consequently, Judges is regarded as a kind of a “protokings” which sets the stage for 
various themes present in Samuel-Kings.  
 There are several variants of this model entailing elaborate literary and redac-
tion critical assumptions about the prehistory of various books. As was the case in 
the previous section, all the evidence cannot be considered within the limits of this 
study. What follows is an analysis of three different versions of this model so far as 
they pertain to the seam of Joshua and Judges. 
 In order to argue for the secondarity of Judges, one has to show that Judges is 
secondarily depended upon material in the surrounding books. This is exactly the 
way in which Spronk forms his argument.797 In terms of the seam of Joshua and 
Judges, Spronk argues that the material in Judg 1–2 is dependent upon various ma-
terial in Joshua. According to him, the episode of the angel at Bochim (Judg 2:1–5), 
together with the report of the death and burial of Joshua (Judg 2:6–9), mirrors Josh 
24. Like Joshua in Josh 24, the angel reminds the people of the protective actions of 
YHWH in the history of the Israelites, also referring to the Exodus (Judg 2:1). How-
ever, the outcome of the infidelity in Judg 2:2 is contrasted with the answer of the 
people in Josh 24:24 that they will serve YHWH.798 The argument by Spronk gains 
support from the textual analysis, which revealed that Judg 2:6–9 is dependent upon 
Josh 24:28–31. As Spronk assumed was the case with Judg 2:2, the death report is 
also appended with Judg 2:10, which adds the infidelity of the people to the picture. 
It is therefore possible that Judges 2:1–9 was organized by an editor to relate to and 
contrast with Josh 24. When one adds to this the secondary parallel of Judg 1:1a with 
Josh 1:1a, it seems likely that the beginning of Judges has been harmonized at a late 
stage with arrangements found in Joshua. However, this does not support or disap-
prove the suggestion that the whole book of Judges would have been added at a late 
stage. From the evidence at the seam presented by Spronk, one can only observe 
how editors harmonized the beginning of a composition by reference to another 
composition.799 
                                                     
797 Spronk 2009, 137–149. 
798 Spronk 2009, 147. 
799 See also the critical remarks against Spronk's model by Wright 2010, 164–165. Spronk's larger 
argument, of course, relies on much more textual evidence. Therefore, the argument cannot be eval-
uated further within the limits of this study.  
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 A more sophisticated version of this model has been proposed by Kratz. Ac-
cording to him, Judges represents a secondary literary bridge that joined together 
two earlier larger historical accounts. The origins of the Israelites were reported in 
the Exodus narrative, which is found in the earliest continuing layer of Exod 2–Josh 
11/12. The other historical account reported the origins of the kingdoms of Israel and 
Judah, in the annalistic source of the earliest layer of Samuel-Kings, which for Kratz 
presents the Deuteronomistic history. It was only the addition of the book of Judges 
that joined these sources together and created an “Enneateuch” ranging from Exod 
2 to 2 Kgs 25.800 As for the seam of Joshua and Judges, Kratz abandons all of Josh 13–
21, Josh 23–24, and Judg 1–2:5 as later material. This also includes the overlapping 
text in Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6, 7, 10. When the core of Judges was added be-
tween Joshua and Samuel, the link between the Exodus narrative and Judges was 
made from Josh 11:16aα, 23b to Judg 2:8–9, 3:7ff.801 The translation of this link would 
have looked like this: 
  
 11:16aα So Joshua took all that land 23b and Joshua gave it for an inheritance to Israel according 
 to their tribal allotments. And the land had rest from war. Judg 2:8 Joshua son of Nun, the 
 servant of YHWH, died at the age of one hundred ten years. 2:9 So they buried him within 
 the bounds of his inheritance in Timnat-heres, in the hill country of Ehpraim, north of Mount 
 Gaash. 3:7 The Israelites did what was evil  in the sight of YHWH... 
 
The seam betweem Joshua and Judges has later been filled out with various material 
in at least four stages, creating various kinds of links between the two books. First, 
the basic text of the farewell discourse in Josh 23–24 was attached to Josh 11–12. 
Meanwhile Judg 2:7, 10, 11–19 were added to Judg 2. Second, the tribal geography 
in 13:1–23:1a was added in between. Third, Judg 2:1–5, 6 was added between the 
basic text of Josh 23–24 and Judg 2:7. Judg 2:7 was also augmented with Judg 2:20–
3:6. At the same time, Josh 23:4–16 was added to the basic text of the farewell 
speech. Fourth, the historical summary in Josh 24:1–13 was added, and the death 
account was repeated in 29–33. Judg 1 was also added in this latest stage.802 
                                                     
800 For a helpful overview of the model see Kratz 2005, 326. 
801 Kratz 2005, 197–198. 
802 Kratz 2005, 198. 
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 The model proposed by Kratz overlaps in many instances with the observations 
made in this study. The historical summary in Josh 24 is likely one of the latest ele-
ments in the chapter. The reconstruction of the earliest basic text of Josh 23–24 is 
almost identical to what was considered most probable in the literary-critical analysis 
above. However, a more detailed analysis of the OG reveals some problems for the 
model. The death and burial account of Joshua in MT Josh 24 is indeed a late modifi-
cation, but the version in the OG revealed many signs of being the source of the re-
peated death and burial account in Judg 2:6–9. In addition, the analysis of the death 
and burial account should include an appraisal of the burial of the flint knives (OG 
Josh 24:31a) and the mentioning of Phinehas and the ark (OG Josh 24:33a). Also, the 
addition of the infidelity of the Israelites (OG Josh 24:33b) should play a role in the 
analysis of the seam. Kratz does not integrate these into the model, nor does he 
mention any variants in the OG. 
 Furthermore, the same critical remarks apply that were made with respect to 
the model of an original DtrH connection. Documented evidence illustrates the flex-
ibility of the death and burial account of Joshua. The model by Kratz accentuates this 
point even further. If Josh 24:23b was secondarily linked to Judg 2:8, we have to as-
sume that the death and burial account of Joshua in Judg 2:8–9 once served as the 
beginning of the book of Judges. If the same passage can easily function as a begin-
ning, conclusion, or transition, it cannot be used as evidence for any particular the-
ory. It is a piece of the puzzle that can be fitted to support any number of different 
theories. 
 Finally, while I cannot evaluate all of the intricacies of the model proffered by 
Kratz, it serves as an excellent illustration of a conclusion arising already from docu-
mented evidence. Namely, the seam between Joshua and Judges has been subjected 
to remarkably high volumes of editing in many separate phases of its textual and 
literary history. Kratz overlooked the latest editing preserved in the documented ev-
idence, and did not consider the evidence preserved in the OG. Whether he correctly 
uncovered all the literary phases is hard to evaluate, since the evaluation of the text-
critical evidence can only be carried out to a limited degree of probability. Because 
of the complexities already related to the documented editing of this seam, it is likely 
that all the editorial stages simply cannot be uncovered. 
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 Lastly, also Knauf assumes that Judges is a late addition. However, this sugges-
tion should be seen in a larger context in his model. The model put forth by Knauf 
assumes that there were seven literary phases in the development of the book of 
Joshua. He attributes the textual growth of Josh 24 to the latest of these layers. Ac-
cording to Knauf, the book of Joshua began as part of a written Moses-Joshua narra-
tive in about 600 BCE. This Moses-Joshua narrative was built of the basic narratives 
in Exod 14, Josh 6 and 10. This first written story, the “first draft”803 of Joshua, can be 
dated, according to Knauf, to the kingship of Josiah or shortly after that.804 This story 
went through a Deuteronomy or Pentateuch-redaction (Exod 2–Josh 11), which in 
turn saw minor redactional responses from the Priestly circles beginning from the 
inauguration of the second temple, which, according to Knauf, took place in 515 BCE. 
At the Priestly phase of editing, we encounter the earliest element present in Josh 
24, that is the death notice in MT Josh 24:29.805 In the second half of the fifth century, 
when Jerusalem had gained back its authority, the book of Joshua went through a 
Hexateuchal redaction which combined P- and D-elements. The aim was to produce 
a Hexateuch spanning from Genesis to the H-additions of Josh 18:1 and 21:43–45.806 
An important moment in creating an independent book was the next redaction, 
dated to 400 BCE, where most of Josh 1 and 24 were added to the book to create an 
independent “supplement to the Torah”. This phase in the model is called the book 
redaction.807 According to Knauf, the book redaction offers the framework for the 
interpretation of Josh 24. One of the most interesting features in the model of Knauf 
is the sixth phase in the redaction, which resulted from a late insertion of the book 
of Judges between Joshua and Samuel. The addition of Judges after Joshua resulted 
in the addition of Josh 18:2–19:48 and 23, which aim at bringing Joshua closer to 
Judges. This is the first point in history at which we have, according to Knauf, all the 
books attributed to a traditional Deuteronomistic history together. The last redaction 
in the book of Joshua is a late second century BCE anti-Samaritan and pro-
Hasmonean polishing, which is visible most notably in the replacement of Shiloh with 
                                                     
803 Knauf 2010, 131. 
804 The similarities between the names Joshua and Josiah constitute one argument for this dating 
(Knauf 2008, 16–18). There is, in fact, plenty of evidence to assume that the figure of Joshua in the 
book of Joshua has been modelled as a forerunner of King Josiah. See, for example, Nelson 1981b. 
805 Knauf 2008, 18–20. 
806 Knauf 2008, 20–21. 
807 Knauf 2008, 21–22. 
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Shechem in Josh 24:1, 25.808 For this last “redaction”, according to Knauf, there is 
therefore textual evidence in the OG. 
 Knauf interprets Josh 24 as an attempt to reconcile various competing views in 
the second half of the fifth century. The rhetoric of choosing between the God of the 
Torah and other gods is a solution to the conflict between various parties: those that 
returned from the exile, the Benjaminites who stayed in the land, the Idumean and 
Egyptian Jews, and the Samaritans. According to Knauf, Josh 24 aims at bringing these 
different factions together under the same Torah. By fusing various traditions, in-
cluding the forefathers and the Exodus, it wishes to include all the Israelites under 
the same covenant.809 In line with his method of not assigning too diligently every 
single word to various compositional phases in a diachronic model, Knauf does not 
give a detailed diachronic analysis of Josh 24. Instead, he points to some P-, D-, and 
H-elements in the chapter and deems some details, for example the mentioning of 
the forefathers by name, as late additions.810 Therefore, when approached only in 
the context of Josh 24, the model of Knauf is quite close to the models that assume 
a late literary unity in Josh 24.811 
 Many of the critical remarks made earlier also apply to the model by Knauf. In 
addition, it is interesting how selectively, on the one hand, and with how far-reaching 
compositional conclusions, on the other hand, Knauf uses the textual evidence pre-
served in the OG of Josh 24. The earlier setting for the covenant making in the anal-
ysis of Knauf was Shiloh, as indicated by the OG of Josh 24.812 In the diachronic model 
of Knauf, this is a natural choice for the book redactor, who took it up from the H-
redactor’s addition in Josh 18:1. Moreover, since at the time of the book redaction 
there was no Judges after Joshua, it created a continuum with 1 Sam 1, where the 
sanctuary in Shiloh is a key element.813 Therefore, the text-critical evaluation of the 
primacy of Shiloh over Shechem plays a key role in the larger compositional conclu-
sions made by Knauf. It corroborates the hypothesis that Judges is a late addition 
between Joshua and Samuel. In my text-critical analysis, I have shown that the choice 
                                                     
808 Knauf 2008, 22. 
809 Knauf 2008, 192–194. 
810 Knauf 2008, 195–196. 
811 See section 4.3.1. Hence my main criticism of not taking the documented evidence of literary 
development adequately into account applies to the model of Knauf. 
812 For a detailed discussion of this variant see section 3.2.2.2. 
813 Knauf 2013a, 120. 
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between Shiloh or Shechem as the earlier reading is fraught with problems. When 
everything is considered, Shechem is the most probable earlier reading, and Shiloh 
presents a secondary move away from the inclusion of the Samaritans in the cove-
nant. Moreover, it is methodologically untenable to choose one minor variant from 
the OG and ignore the other more significant variants. Many parts of the verse-by-
verse analysis in the commentary of Knauf would have benefited from a closer ob-
servation of the OG.814 Since the model of Knauf accurately remarks that text-critical 
evidence reveals editing of the book of Joshua as late as in the second century BCE, 
a more in-depth text-critical scrutiny would develop his model on the composition of 
Joshua to a new level. 
4.3.5.4 Secondary Insertion of Joshua 
One of the most recent models on the composition of the book of Joshua and the 
transition from Joshua to Judges was presented by Dozeman in the introduction of 
the new Yale series commentary (2016).815 According to Dozeman, the book of 
Joshua was written as an independent document apart from the other historical 
books. It is the work of a post-exilic Samarian (not Samaritan816) author. Joshua pre-
sents a Samarian myth of origins which is critical towards the Judean emphasis on 
Jerusalem, but still presents a story of conquest pertaining to the whole Israel. The 
Northern perspective is seen from the narrative structure of the book. It presents a 
total conquest of the land, which results in the bringing of the ark to its central loca-
tion at Shechem (Josh 8:30–35). This is where the book also ends in a renewal of the 
covenant (Josh 24). This Samarian myth of origins was later inserted between the 
books of Deuteronomy and Judges, resulting in DtrN additions (Josh 1:7–9, 13:1–6, 
23) aiming at integrating the book closer with its new literary context.817 
                                                     
814 For example, Knauf comments on the literary connections of the term “house of slavery” in Josh 
24:17 without noticing that it is, in fact, together with a large part of the verse a later addition in the 
MT. 
815 Dozeman 2015. 
816 The model relies on a late Hasmonean dating of the schism between the Jews and Samaritans. 
Following recent research, Dozeman (2015, 30–31) correctly assumes that in the Persian period the 
relationship of Judean and Samarians was more complex, and had not yet reached polemical magni-
tudes. The Samarians were not a sectarian movement, as was the case with the Samaritans. 
817 Dozeman 2015, 28–32. 
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 A central argument in Dozeman's model relates to the five death and burial 
accounts in Deuteronomy, Joshua, and Judges. When one reads the present se-
quence of books in the MT, various death accounts create problems in the plot of the 
book. The death of Moses is first reported in Deut 34:5–9, creating a transition to the 
time of Joshua. However, the death of Moses is then disturbingly repeated in Josh 
1:1a. The problems continue in the transition from Joshua to Judges. The death of 
Joshua is reported in Josh 24:28–31, immediately repeated in Judg 1:1a, and taken 
up once again in Judg 2:6–9. According to Dozeman, these problems are resolved if 
one regards the book of Joshua as a secondary insertion between Deuteronomy and 
Judges. Without the book of Joshua, the death of Moses in Deut 34:5–9 is read se-
quentially to the death of Joshua in Judg 2:6–9. Both serve a transitional function in 
the story: the leader dies (Deut 34:5 / Judg 2:8), his age and burial are reported (Deut 
34:5–6 / Judg 2:8–9), and a transition is made to a new generation (Deut 34:9 / Judg 
2:10). Therefore, the original link between compositions was not from Joshua to 
Judges, but from Deuteronomy to Judges. Together, they created a unified narrative 
in which Moses and the first generation of Israelites left Egypt, Joshua and the second 
generation began the conquest of the land, and finally the Judges and their genera-
tion failed to conquer the land.818 
 The model put forth by Dozeman suffers from the same shortcomings as the 
models analyzed above. It does not adequately take the evidence from the OG into 
account. The textual analysis in section 3.4 revealed that the death and burial ac-
count of Joshua in Judg 2:6–9 is likely a secondary adaptation from OG Josh 24:28–
31. It is true, as Dozeman notes, that while Judg 2:6–9 serves a transitional function 
in the context of Judges, Josh 24:28–31 serves as a conclusion in the context of 
Joshua. However, my textual analysis demonstrated that the adaption of the conclu-
sion to serve as a transition might be secondary. On the other hand, the secondary 
addition of the infidelity of the Israelites in OG Josh 24:33b might be interpreted as 
lending some support to the model by Dozeman. OG Josh 24:33b clearly serves as a 
secondary link with the book of Judges. An editor may have wanted to soften the 
problems of sequence between Joshua and Judges by bringing the ending of Joshua 
closer to Judges. However, this function of the addition lends an equal amount of 
                                                     
818 Dozeman 2015, 22–28. 
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support to the hypothesis that Judges was secondarily added after Joshua, or that 
the seam between these books was subjected to harmonization in late times. 
 Moreover, the model proposed by Dozeman does not take into account that 
many or all the death and burial accounts might simply be later additions to existing 
compositions or beginnings and endings of books. By assuming that most of the ma-
terial in the beginning of Judges (including both of the death reports of Joshua) are 
secondarily added, the narrative problems in the sequence from Joshua to Judges 
are removed. From a wider perspective, it is not likely that the textual history of 
Joshua can be explained by assuming only two editorial phases: a unified Samarian 
composition, and some additions made after the insertion of Joshua between Deu-
teronomy and Judges. Dozeman refers in passing to Rofé, who has isolated some no-
mistic additions in the proto-MT editing of Joshua and argues that these might be 
integrated into the latter editorial phase of Joshua.819 However, the differences be-
tween the MT and the OG are far more pervasive and complex, and they represent 
only the documented phase of editing. As I have demonstrated in the literary analysis 
of Josh 24, earlier editing was even more radical. Therefore, it seems that a two-step 
editorial history for the whole book of Joshua, as assumed in Dozeman's model, is 
too simplistic. 
 The most innovative aspect of the model by Dozeman is the suggestion that 
the book of Joshua was originally a Samarian composition. This suggestion is espe-
cially compelling in the light of the possible textual value of the Samaritan Hebrew 
book of Joshua noted earlier in this study. Nevertheless, this issue cannot be explored 
further within the confines of this study. 
4.3.5.5 Harmonizing Separate Compositions at their Seam 
As I hope to have shown, none of the above-mentioned solutions take the docu-
mented evidence adequately into account. The evidence from the OG is either com-
pletely ignored or used selectively. However, they all have merits and propose many 
probable developments. Based on this concise survey and the evidence observed in 
the textual and literary analysis of this study, I would base my own proposal on the 
transition from Joshua to Judges on the following observations. 
                                                     
819 Dozeman 2015, 32. 
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 First, there is an editorial phenomenon at the seam of the books of Joshua and 
Judges which can be observed from the textual evidence. Namely, the ending of 
Joshua and the beginning of Judges have both been radically edited and expanded in 
several stages. The latest stages of this editing are visible in the documented evi-
dence (e.g. the addition of OG Josh 24:33b and the secondarity of Judg 2:6–9), and 
earlier stages can be reconstructed quite reliably (e.g. additions to the basic commit-
ment narrative in Josh 24, the secondarity of the material in Judg 1–2:5).820 
 Second, most of the editing at the seam is motivated by a desire to harmonize 
the contents between the books. The secondary repetition of Judg 2:6–9 links the 
beginning of Judges more closely to the ending of Joshua. The late addition of the 
infidelity of the Israelites in OG Josh 24:33b is a reference to what follows in Judges. 
Secondary textual developments in the Greek revisions of LXX Josh 24:28–31 and LXX 
Judg 2:6–9 reveal that these parallel passages have been harmonized towards each 
other even in late stages of textual transmission.821 
 Third, the editing at the seam of Joshua and Judges is exceedingly complex. 
Documented evidence revealed that while many things were added, even substantial 
portions have been omitted. In addition, a whole verse was transposed, and some 
element replaced. The complicated and sophisticated model proposed by Kratz hints 
that the editorial intrusions in the prehistory of the text are also complex. However, 
while Kratz only assumes elaborate additions, it is also likely that in the earlier edito-
rial history passages were omitted, transposed, and rewritten. 
In the light of these three observations, I would argue for the simplest solution. 
It is likely that the books of Joshua and Judges have originally separate literary histo-
ries. They have been harmonized closer one another at their seam by late Second 
Temple editors, who sought to construct wider narratives of the history of Israel and 
created links between books. The seam of these books also served as a fruitful place 
to add short and long passages. Building a more detailed model would entail an anal-
ysis of more key texts. It is, however, already clear that much of the secondary ma-
terial in Joshua and Judges are written so that one has used the other as its source 
                                                     
820 Many scholars conclude that the material in Judg 1–2:5 is late. See, for example, Kratz 2005, 198. 
821 See section 3.4.1. 
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(e.g. Judg 1 in relation to Josh 13–22).822 This exemplifies the same late harmonizing 
tendency that is visible in the documented evidence at the seam of the books. 
 Models arguing for the secondary insertion of Joshua or Judges have moved in 
the right direction in assuming independent histories and late adjustments between 
these books. However, they often do not take enough into account that the compo-
sitions are products of several subsequent editorial intrusions. On the other hand, 
models arguing for an original link between Joshua and Judges as part of a DtrH make 
important observations on the complicated literary history of these texts. However, 
the passages used as evidence for an original link between these books are flexible, 
and can be adapted to several differing models. Thus, here we run into an interesting 
dilemma: while the evidence corroborates that the editorial intrusions were com-
plex, it also illustrates that they were too complex to be reliably uncovered.  
 The problems related to assuming early links and connections between differ-
ent compositions are severe. One can always postulate possible original narrative 
sequences between books by discarding material that does not fit one's model. Many 
texts, such as the death and burial account of Joshua, are so flexible that they can 
simply be fitted into any model. We should be increasingly careful that assumptions 
rising out of the order of compositions in our modern books do not influence our 
theories. When working with separate scrolls containing various early textual forms 
of compositions, the ancient readers may well have in practice imagined several pos-
sible sequences between the texts. The problems we perceive when reading the 
books in the MT in sequence may not always be the same as the problems the ancient 
readers perceived. In the light of these observations, it is better to assume a frag-
mentary emergence of separate compositions of Joshua and Judges, rather than im-
pose a rigid order or sequence as a starting point for their development.823 
 That this is the most probable model explaining the seam of Joshua-Judges un-
dermines the traditional model of a Deuteronomistic history, which would have orig-
inally spanned from Deuteronomy to Kings. To be sure, the traditional DtrH model 
relies on several other texts that have not been explored in this study. But if the as-
sumption that there was an original link between Joshua and Judges relies on weak 
                                                     
822 Rake 2006, 34–60.  
823 If we ever discover fragments of scrolls containing texts that clearly link the ending of Joshua with 
the beginning of Judges, the situation will need to be assessed anew. 
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textual evidence, one loses a central part of the DtrH model. The discussion in this 
section provides more support for a model of Deuteronomistic redactions that sup-
poses that the literary connections between the historical books are products of later 
Second Temple editing, seeking to create wider literary wholes.824 
4.4 Literary and Redaction Critical Conclusions 
4.4.1 Josh 24 – A Gradually Evolving Late Nomistic Text 
Josh 24 has likely undergone several stages of editing that are not visible in variant 
textual versions. Its literary history may have been even more complicated than the 
documented history of editing, which leads me to conclude that many of the editorial 
intrusions simply can not be reconstructed. This is especially the case with small ad-
ditions and harmonizations, which may have been made by single scribes in different 
phases without any wider redactional motivations. In addition, due to omissions and 
rewriting we may have lost some of the material related to Josh 24.  
 However, at least four stages in the literary development can be reconstructed 
with a modest degree of probability. Note that the linear presentation of these stages 
below does not preclude that the text may have developed in a multilinear fashion 
in different scribal circles. It is probable that different forms of the text were in sim-
ultaneous use in different circles. In addition, these editorial stages should be under-
stood as loosely defined intrusions in the assumed literary growth. It is a rough out-
line of the possible compositional phases, but the reality has probably been more 
complicated. 
 First, the death and burial account of Joshua (OG Josh 24:30–31825) may have 
originally been part of some other literary work than an independent book of Joshua. 
As has been illustrated, it is a flexible passage which would have functioned well in 
different contexts. Some have suggested that it may have ended some form of an 
early conquest narrative.826 Many questions concerning a postulated early Exodus-
                                                     
824 See, for example, Kratz 2005, 326. 
825 The burial of the flint knives may have been reported already in this early account, or it may have 
been added by a scribe at some point. Whether the burial of the flint knives in LXX Josh 24:31a was 
originally connected with the death account depends on when the circumcision account at Gilgal en-
tered the account of the crossing of the Jordan. Most probably they did not belong to the earliest 
literary strata. 
826 Possibly not the earliest version of a conquest narrative. See also Müller 2004, 231: “Die Entlas-
sung des Volkes und der im Abschluß daran berichtete Tod Josuas (Jos 24,28–30/Jdc 2,8.8f) könnten 
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Conquest narrative remain open within the limits of this study: which parts of the 
book of Joshua belonged to this original conquest narrative? What preceded the con-
quest? What followed the conquest? Regarding the last question, I have demon-
strated the problems in assuming that the death of Joshua was followed by the book 
of Judges in an early DtrH, which would have preserved an original link between 
these books. My text- and literary-critical observations seem to point in the direction 
that the books of Joshua and Judges have separate histories, and have only in later 
times been brought closer one another through several complex editorial intrusions. 
The secondary adaptation of the death and burial of Joshua in Judg 2:8–9 is one ex-
ample of this development. Thus, the evidence analyzed in this study gives some sup-
port to fragmentary theories of the prehistory of the historical books, rather than an 
early continuous narrative such as the DtrH. Moreover, the texts analyzed in this 
study do not permit giving any precise dating for an assumed early conquest narra-
tive since it depends upon many other texts. However, the similar age of death with 
Joseph (Gen 50:22) might hint that the conquest narrative ending in the death of 
Joshua might have been born out of the early Second Temple period Priestly cir-
cles.827 
 Second, the earliest farewell speech containing the basic narrative of the com-
mitment scene was created and inserted before the death of Joshua in order to in-
clude the theological theme of exclusive fidelity to YHWH. As noted earlier, the com-
mitment scene mirrors larger literary and theological issues related to the negative 
evaluation of kingship in the history of Israel. Thus, the best framework for explaining 
the birth of the basic commitment narrative is a group of Second Temple nomistic 
editors. The choice of the people to serve only YHWH made it possible to highlight 
the wickedness of the people when they later chose a human king for themselves, 
and whenever they chose to worship other gods instead of YHWH. At this point, one 
can speak of a Deuteronomistic nomistic (DtrN) horizon encompassing wider insights 
into the history of Israel and stressing the faults of the people that led to the exile. 
This horizon is not merely a single redaction, but refers to a longer process which 
affected several texts in the Hebrew Bible.828 
                                                     
für sich genommen zwar einmal das Ende einer Landnahmeerzählung gebildet haben - -”  
827 In addition, further evidence is presented by Knauf 2008, 19–20, 199. 
828 For example, the nomistic text 1 Sam 12 (especially 1 Sam 12:12) belongs to this editorial horizon 
(Veijola 1977, 83–99). The complex relationship of Josh 24 and 1 Sam 12 (see section 4.2.6) illustrates 
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 Third, at some point the historical summary (24:2–13) was added as an intro-
duction to the basic commitment narrative. This addition utilized a common literary 
genre used in late Second Temple period, and introduced a Hexateuchal perspective 
to the farewell speech of Joshua.829 Moreover, the addition of the historical summary 
as an introduction to the commitment narrative led to additions to the commitment 
scene (vv. 19–21, 23–27). These may have been done by the same scribal circles who 
wanted to emphasize the Hexateuchal horizon of the book of Joshua, and maybe 
even add the book of Joshua to the “book of the Torah of God”. While these additions 
may have taken place in several stages by several authors, it is probably not method-
ologically sound to differentiate between various editors or redactions. 
 Fourth, in very late Second Temple times, probably the third and second cen-
turies, the text continued to grow towards a greater harmony in relation to the au-
thority gained by Moses and the Pentateuch. Nomistic editing seemed to have been 
a flexible process that continued for a long time. Probably the last recoverable phase 
in the literary growth of Josh 24 consists of the additions of the infidelity of the fa-
thers to several parts of the historical summary, and the commitment narrative (vv. 
6b–7a, 14b, 15*, 17–18a). These additions were made to sharpen the differentiation 
between the faithful generation present at Shechem and the unfaithful generation 
of the fathers. This was a necessary differentiation, since Deuteronomy demanded 
that the generation that went to conquer the land was different from the Exodus 
generation, which should have died out before the conquest. The lateness of this 
motive in the text of Josh 24 is revealed by the observation that similar rewriting is 
attested by the text-critical evidence preserved from the circumcision account in Josh 
5.830 
 These four loosely defined phases in the editorial history of Josh 24 have led to 
the archetypal text form from which the OG and MT of Josh 24 once split. Both tex-
tual traditions continued to be edited in the manner that was revealed by the text-
                                                     
that DtrN cannot be regarded as forming one single coherent redaction. It is exceedingly difficult to 
discern temporal relations within various texts of the DtrN—it is possible that some texts belong to 
the earliest DtrN texts, while others are nomistically inspired. However, I am not sure whether one 
can reliably discern which is which. Within the same nomistic horizon as the basic text of Josh 24, one 
could also mention the dynastic promise, which is conditioned by fidelity to YHWH (e.g. 1 Kgs 2:4, 
8:25, 9:4–5; Veijola 1975, 127–142). 
829 Thus also Müller 2004, 231–232. 
830 See section 3.4.2.3. 
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critical analysis in section 3. Moreover, it is possible that the Samaritan version of 
Joshua's farewell speech ultimately goes back to a version of Josh 23–24 that had not 
yet been exposed to all these editorial phases. Nevertheless, SamJosh has a subse-
quent transmission and editorial history of its own. 
4.4.2 Literary and Redaction Criticism in the Light of the Documented 
Evidence 
The texts in the Hebrew Bible are a result of complex editing. The methods of literary 
and redaction criticism have been developed to uncover this editing and describe the 
history of the formation of these texts. This methodology, however, has come under 
severe criticism. The analysis of Josh 24 partly corroborates and partly counters this 
criticism. Ultimately, the future of literary and redaction criticism lies in insights 
gained from documented evidence. 
 Documented evidence affirms that literary and redaction criticism should be 
carried out. In the analysis of documented evidence from Josh 24, it has become ob-
vious that literary and redaction criticism has not produced only false results. Josh 24 
is a heavily edited text, and cannot be considered a literary unity. Documented evi-
dence presents the latest phases in this editing. Several secondary elements revealed 
by the documented evidence could also have been discerned without this docu-
mented evidence. For example, if we only had OG Josh 24, verse 24:33b could have 
been recognized as a secondary addition due to its many peculiarities in relation to 
the context. In addition, it is important that documented evidence revealed nomistic 
editing, missing from the OG, made to the proto-MT text in the last centuries of the 
Second Temple period. This corroborates the assumption in some current redaction-
critical studies that nomistic ideology had a major influence on different editorial 
groups in Second Temple Judaism. 
 Textual variants and later scribal corrections are often situated in passages that 
have been also previously edited. Therefore, text-critical variants may serve as indi-
cators that a text has undergone also earlier editing. Since Josh 24 (and Josh 8:30–
35, Judg 6:7–10) are late texts containing several textual variants, it can be assumed 
that late texts often attracted editing in the textual transmission. In this way, even if 
documented evidence does not preserve direct evidence of earlier literary phases, it 
can serve as an indirect marker for suspecting earlier editing. 
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 Documented evidence complicates literary and redaction criticism. The analysis 
of Josh 24 and related texts also revealed that many of the editorial intrusions are 
exceedingly complex. There are not just additions but also omissions, transpositions, 
and rewritings. Literary critics would have, for example, not been able to completely 
reconstruct the text preserved in OG Josh 5:4–6 if they only had MT Josh 5:4–6. The 
older ideas have simply been removed and replaced with corrected ones. Another 
example is that without OG Josh 24 many elements connected with the death and 
burial of Joshua in the Hebrew Vorlage would simply be missing from us. A literary 
critic would possibly not have suggested that some Hebrew writers thought that the 
flint knives from the Gilgal circumcision were buried with Joshua. Documented evi-
dence has also shown that texts were harmonized towards other texts. Thus, when 
scholars see connections between texts and base their theories on these connec-
tions, it is always possible that the connections have come about through later har-
monization. Since the editorial processes in documented evidence are so complex, 
we may assume that the earlier editorial processes were as well. Therefore, it seems 
that the texts should not be divided into different layers too rigorously. It is often 
enough to describe the most likely outlines of the editorial history, keeping in mind 
that these reconstructions are based on lower probabilities than those based on doc-
umented evidence. 
 Documented evidence shows the way forward. The differentiation between 
textual, literary, and redaction criticism is arbitrary. Documented evidence reveals 
that radical intentional editing took place also in the late textual transmission of the 
Hebrew Bible. In the case of Joshua and several other books, the latest editorial in-
trusions can be discerned when comparing extant textual witnesses. Therefore, the 
methodology of literary and redaction critical studies concentrating mainly on the 
MT is biased. From documented evidence, it is also clear that textual variants may 
often be related to redactional issues. Therefore, insights gained from textual criti-
cism help in literary and redaction criticism. When certain patterns of editing are vis-
ible in textual evidence, one can sometimes deduce that similar editorial patterns 
were at play already in the literary prehistory of the text. For example, the text-criti-
cal evidence from Josh 5 revealed that behind the proto-MT editing there was a need 
to differentiate between the present faithful generation and the previous unfaithful 
generation of the fathers. This separation was not yet so strict in the earlier text of 
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the OG. This editorial pattern was, in turn, recognized also in the earlier literary and 
redactional history of Josh 24. It presented a case of continuum within the nomistic 
editorial groups of the Second Temple period.831 Furthermore, insights gained from 
literary and redaction criticism may help in evaluating between textual variants. 
Since textual variants often accumulate in places that have been heavily edited, the 
assumed earlier editing should be considered when evaluating the variants. There 
are often instances where it is hard to decide the earlier reading using only text-crit-
ical principles. In such instances, literary and redaction critical insight may be of 
help.832 
 It should also be highlighted that boundaries between methods are often prac-
tical rather than theoretical. This implies that scholars should increase their collabo-
ration with other scholars working with other methods and fields. For example, the 
textual criticism of the Septuagint is often so specialized that scholars working with 
the redaction of a Hebrew text might not see the connections with their own work. 
A stronger focus on creating effective dialogue is greatly needed. For example, or-
ganizing hands-on workshops that gather people with different sets of expertise 
would best serve in breaking the barriers between methods and different research 
traditions. This is even more important in relation to the education of future scholars, 
who should get a good training in different methods. It is also a question of identity 
and social groups within the scholarly world. When scholars identify themselves 
within a single field or method, it might sometimes limit their judgment. As a young 
scholar, I feel that it is more helpful to identify oneself broadly as a text-historical 
scholar rather than as based on a single method (e.g. “I am a textual critic”). 
 Finally, documented evidence provides signposts for future literary and redac-
tion critical research, because it offers evidence for editorial techniques used by an-
cient scribes. More attention should be paid on the ways that editorial techniques 
are used in documented cases. This can also serve as a way of establishing “more 
controls for literary-historical analyses.”833 Such research should be done both with 
a qualitative and a quantitative approach. Qualitative research should focus on thor-
oughly answering questions related to single editorial techniques. For example, when 
                                                     
831 See sections 4.3.3 and 4.4.1. 
832 See, for example, the variants discussed in sections 3.3.2.3 and 5.3.4. 
833 Milstein 2016, 28. 
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examining a single addition, identified with the help of documented evidence, atten-
tion should be paid to several aspects. How and why was the addition made? How 
does the addition change the nature and flow of a text? Does the addition create 
problems in the resulting text? How is new material connected to an earlier text in 
terms of language and content? What happens at the seam of the earlier and the 
added text? Would it be possible to recognize the addition without documented ev-
idence? Quantitative research in turn should survey, collate, and categorize various 
editorial techniques visible in the documented evidence. In this way, we could de-
scribe editorial processes on a more general level. What is the most used editorial 
technique? How often does transpositions occur? Are editorial techniques genre-
specific? When encountering a repetition, what is the probability of it being a sign of 
an editorial intrusion rather than a stylistic device? Through such quantitative and 
qualitative research, we would gain a more thorough picture of ancient editorial pro-
cesses. This would also provide a stronger basis for literary and redaction critics to 
discern various editorial intrusions when documented evidence is not preserved. 
 Following these remarks, in the next section I will gather and analyze the most 
important editorial techniques discerned in Josh 24. This section, combining a quali-
tative approach with some very elementary quantitative data, will serve as one ex-

















5. Evidence of Editorial Techniques Used by Ancient 
Scribes 
5.1 How and Why Did Scribes Edit Texts? 
The documented evidence of editing analyzed and discussed in the previous sections 
revealed several types of editorial intrusions into the texts of the Hebrew Bible. In 
this section, these editorial processes are compiled, classified, and analyzed from an 
explanatory point of view: how (technical aspects) and why (motivations for editing) 
did ancient Second Temple Jewish scribes change sacred texts? Although this study 
has focused on Josh 24 and related texts, the discussion is not only relevant to the 
book of Joshua. Based on past research on the editing of biblical texts,834 I would 
assume that the editorial processes observed in Josh 24 and related texts have been 
at play, in various degrees, throughout the history of the biblical texts. Therefore, 
scholarship concentrating on the textual history of any texts in the Hebrew Bible—
and even other ancient texts835—can benefit from this discussion.836 Of course, one 
should be careful when generalizing the results, since every text has its own charac-
ter and social background. 
 
Technique N % 
Addition 12 46 
Omission 4 15 
Rewriting 7 27 
Transposition 3 12 
Total 26 100 
Table: Frequencies of text-critically verifiable intentional editorial intrusions in Josh 24837 
                                                     
834 Many of the relevant studies have been surveyed in the introduction of this study in section 1.2. 
835 Similar editorial processes can be observed in the textual histories of many ancient works. For 
example, the Gilgamesh Epic (Tigay 1982) and the Diatessaron (Donner 1985). There is also a long 
scholarly tradition of studying the editorial processes of the books in the New Testament. Pakkala 
2013, 45 interestingly notes: “There is no reason to assume that the editorial processes of the Hebrew 
Bible were fundamentally different than those of the New Testament.” See section 1.2 for more ex-
amples. 
836 This section is directly dependent on the textual and literary-critical analyses in the earlier sec-
tions of this study. Thus, I will not repeat my arguments, nor give detailed tables of the original texts, 
but merely make use of the results. In the footnotes, I will refer to the sections where the more de-
tailed argumentation can be followed. 
837 For the analysis, grouping, and calculation of this data, see the table in section 3.5. I have only 




The table presents frequencies of various editorial techniques used by the editors 
behind the differences between the MT and OG of Josh 24. Note that the quantifica-
tion is not based on the length of the textual variants, but on the categorization of 
significant content related differences presented in section 3.5. The editorial intru-
sions vary significantly in their size and the amount of words they affect. For instance, 
the different rewritings analyzed in this study include editorial intrusions ranging 
from replacements of single words to rewriting of larger sections. The main reason 
for categorizing different editorial intrusions under one ID is that they likely repre-
sent editorial intrusions made by the same scribe in the same sitting, due to a specific 
editorial motivation. 
As seen from the table, four types of editorial intrusions can be observed in the 
textual history of the Hebrew Bible: additions, omissions, rewritings, and transposi-
tions. The use of these editorial techniques has been motivated by stylistic concerns, 
explanatory needs, the aim of harmonizing texts with other important texts, nomistic 
motivations, and the wish to expand upon notable events in the history of Israel. The 
overall motivation for editorial intrusions could be characterized as a wish to preserve 
the relevance of sacred texts for the religious communities of the scribes. The usage 
of various techniques for updating sacred texts that were in the toolbox of the scribes 
working in Second Temple Judaism has been the focus of studies working with docu-
mented evidence for some time.838 Based on these studies, the techniques could be 
further divided into several subcategories. In the following discussion I will, however, 
deal with the four main types found in our textual material. 
5.2 Editorial Processes at the End of a Book 
As it now stands in the extant textual witnesses, the covenant scene in Josh 24 forms 
the ending for the book of Joshua. In addition, in its wider literary perspective it can 
be characterized as a change of epochs: the history of salvation (Heilsgeschichte) 
gives way to the upcoming history of disaster (Unheilsgeschichte) in the following 
historical books. In terms of mapping ancient editorial processes, the position of the 
chapter at the end of the composition and at the turning point in history should be 
                                                     
838 See the discussion in section 1.2. 
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highlighted.839 The vast number of textual variants preserved at the end of Joshua 
points towards the conclusion that book endings may have specifically attracted the 
activity of editors. This finding strengthens several other scholarly investigations on 
different books in the Hebrew Bible, which conclude that book endings typically at-
tracted considerable amounts of editing.840 
 A well attested type of editorial intrusion at the end of a composition is simply 
adding new material to an existing text. Physically, this might have been easy to ac-
complish. At the end of manuscripts there may have often been additional space left, 
which would make it easy for editor-scribes to add new material to the composition. 
This allows for editing the end of a composition without having to produce a new 
manuscript.841 OG Josh 24:33b—highlighting the apostasy of the Israelites after the 
death of Joshua—may have come into existence in this way.842 As can be seen from 
its content, its aim was to harmonize the book of Joshua towards the book of Judges. 
Therefore, it might have been a simple addition at the end of an existing Hebrew 
scroll, made at a stage of the composition history of the Hebrew Bible in which the 
scrolls of Joshua and Judges were ordered successively. 
 The editorial processes attested at the end of the book of Joshua, however, go 
beyond the notion of simply expanding the ending of a manuscript. Many changes at 
                                                     
839 See also, for example, Becker 2006, 149: “Jos 24 liefert ein weiteres Beispiel für die vielfältig an-
zutreffende Tendenz, die Epochenwechsel immer stärker literarisch auszugestalten und theologisch 
aufzuladen.” See also the comments by Römer 2006, 523–525 highlighting the importance gained by 
the book endings in the Hebrew Bible. 
840 Several book endings in the Hebrew Bible could be mentioned. Many regard Lev 27 as an addition 
to a composition that originally ended with Lev 26 (Römer 2010, 86). Also, the endings of Judges (Judg 
17–21) and the books of Samuel (21–24) should probably be regarded as miscellaneously organized, 
added sections at the end of a composition (see, for example, Soggin 1981, 261 on Judges and 
McCarter 1984, 16–19 on 2 Samuel). Carroll (1986, 857–858) regards the last chapter of Jeremiah (Jer 
52) as an added appendix which serves a specific function. This is apparent since the earlier chapter 
ends with: “Thus far are the words of Jeremiah” (Jer 51:64). That this added appendix has been edited 
in several stages is apparent from the documented evidence: in addition to many textual variants, 
several whole verses present in the MT are missing from the LXX (Jer 52:2–3, 15, 28–30). For the 
complicated editorial processes in Jer 52, see Tov 1999f, 368 and Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 
2014, 109–125. Pakkala (2013, 343–349) notes that several successive editors added new endings to 
the book of Esther. While the MT reveals that the book ending in Esth 9 has been expanded by many 
scribes, the LXX preserves a text in which many signs of this earlier editing have been removed. Lastly, 
Mal 3:22–24 may have been added at the end of the book of Malachi as a conclusion to a corpus of 
prophetic books (Reventlow 1993, 160–161). 
841 Thus also Pakkala 2013, 343. Unfortunately, not many scroll endings are preserved among the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. According to Tov (2004, 105–106), only 29 scrolls (3.1%) have their ending preserved. 
They do not contain any clear secondary additions. Therefore, this claim cannot be substantiated with 
material evidence. 
842 See section 3.4.2.6. 
267 
 
the end of Josh 24 are so complicated that they probably were designed before cop-
ying the manuscript. Already the documented evidence in MT Josh 24:28–33 reflects 
the radical redesign of the earlier ending preserved in the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG, 
which was achieved through omissions, a transposition, and other minor adjust-
ments.843 In addition, if one accepts the model of literary growth presented earlier, 
it is clear that the large additions of material in Josh 24 could not have been done ad 
hoc in any remaining space at the end of a manuscript, but would instead have been 
planned beforehand. 
 Lastly, it is important that the documented evidence preserved of Josh 24:28–
33 reveals that the death of a hero attracted various amounts of editing, even at a 
relatively late stage. The comparison of the MT and OG reveal that both small and 
large textual units were added in various phases of the development of the Hebrew 
text, before and after the death of Joshua. Noth already claimed in his redaction-
critical model that miscellaneous textual material was often cumulatively added right 
before the death of a hero.844 This argument is seen, for example, in the literary-
critical assumptions that the poetic material in Deut 32, Gen 49:1–27, and 2 Sam 
20:23–24:25 were added in a position preceding the deaths of Moses, Jacob, and 
David.845 These turning points in history may have been especially compelling sec-
tions for subsequent editors. To be sure, I have not discovered any additions of poetic 
material before or after Joshua’s death; however, the phenomenon of adding textual 
material around the deaths of prominent figures gains solid support from the docu-
mented evidence of Joshua’s death. 
5.3 Additions 
5.3.1 The Most Common Technique 
It is often assumed that additions are the most common editorial intrusions in the 
textual history of the Hebrew Bible.846 This is corroborated by the documented evi-
dence analyzed in this study. Among the intentional changes in Josh 24, 46% (n = 12) 
                                                     
843 See section 3.4. 
844 Noth 1981, 35. 
845 McCarter 1984, 17–18. 
846 Thus, for example, Carr 2011, 65–88 and Pakkala 2013, 16. 
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were either small or large addition, making it the single most common editorial in-
trusion.847 It is understandable that additions are the most common editorial tech-
nique, since it is a conservative practice. The work of a scribe usually entails preserv-
ing and transmitting traditions. It can be assumed that in this process ancient scribes 
were less likely to omit text than to supplement them. Following the idea put forth 
by Pakkala, it may be argued that additions were made not just in connection with 
major paradigm changes (e.g. the destruction of the temple and the exile), but also 
when texts were transmitted in times of continuity.848 More radical editorial intru-
sions that require deleting older texts would have probably needed more compelling 
justification. Thus, they were more connected with times of unrest, when theology 
needed to be rethought. 
5.3.2 Harmonizing Additions 
One of the central features of the secondary additions revealed by the documented 
evidence in Josh 24 is that they frequently harmonize the chapter with other key 
texts. While the additions often understandably harmonize Josh 24 with the Penta-
teuch, connections are also made with other historical books. As already seen in the 
literary and redaction critical part of this study, such secondary harmonizations ob-
scure the separation of well-defined literary strata in the text. For example, it seems 
that scribes responsible for the secondary features in the MT made additions not 
only to Josh 24, but also to the rest of the book of Joshua, which could be described 
as Deuteronomistic.849 These are sporadic nomistic corrections that may be impossi-
ble to attribute to a specific literary layer. Two of these secondary harmonizing addi-
tions revealed by documented evidence will now be discussed further, focusing on 
how and why the editorial technique was used. 
                                                     
847 Compared to many other biblical texts, however, the percentage seems rather low. For instance, 
when one compares the MT and OG of the book of Jeremiah it seems that most variants are additions 
in the MT version. This highlights the fact that every text and book should be approached on their 
own merits. Even though it may be true that ancient scribes had a “trend toward expansion” (Carr 
2011, 65–88), this principle cannot be applied slavishly to explain the textual evidence of individual 
texts. 
848 Many literary critics also falsely assume that this is almost the only editorial intervention, since 
the scribes supposedly would not have omitted texts that were perceived as normative or sacred. See, 
for example, Becker 2011, 86. See also the critical discussion of this assumption in Pakkala 2013, 16–
25. 
849 As noted briefly also by Tov 1999c, 394. 
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 First, some of the harmonizing additions in Josh 24 seem to be phrases that 
were in wider use by late Second Temple scribes. These formulaic phrases draw from 
key texts in Exodus and Deuteronomy. The secondary introduction of Moses and Aa-
ron into the Exodus aligns the Exodus remembrance with the narrative in the book 
of Exodus. In the earliest text form, as attested by the OG, Moses was not in any way 
connected to the Exodus allusions in Josh 24. In addition, MT Josh 24:17 significantly 
expands the brief Exodus allusion with formulaic material from Exodus and Deuter-
onomy.850 That we are dealing with a wider phenomenon of scribes harmonizing var-
ious Exodus accounts by expanding them with formulaic language is suggested by the 
striking similarity of these additions with Mic 6:4. Mic 6:4 recalls the sending of Mo-
ses, Aaron, and Miriam (MT Josh 24:5), together with the designation of Egypt as the 
house of slavery out of which YHWH brought the Israelites (MT Josh 24:17). Based 
on these similarities, and the observation that the elements in MT Josh 24 are late 
harmonizing proto-MT additions, one can assume that these themes were regularly 
added by scribes to existing texts. Therefore, the dating of Mic 6:4 to pre-exilic or 
exilic times based on Deuteronomistic language, should also be regarded with high 
skepticism, since such formulaic language was also common for scribes in late Second 
Temple times.851 
 There is documented evidence for the editorial technique of harmonizing vari-
ous Exodus remembrances with one another in Josh 24. A significant amount of the 
details in this editing were mediated through Deuteronomy. That we are dealing with 
a wider scribal phenomenon in Second Temple Jewish literature is also seen in other 
sources. The phenomenon is, for example, prominent in the harmonizing tendencies 
of the pre-Samaritan Pentateuch.852 In several pre-Samaritan texts, elements are im-
ported from one part of the text to another part of the text, for example, to remove 
contradictions from the narrative. Many such harmonizations pertain to the Exodus 
narratives. Therefore, the harmonizations in MT Josh 24 fit together with the conclu-
                                                     
850 See sections 3.2.2.3 and 3.3.2.2. 
851 An early dating is argued by, for example, Mays 1976, 30. 
852 Pre-Samaritan refers to the earlier layer witnessed by the SP, which goes back to a different tra-
dition of the Pentateuch that was circulating in the last centuries BCE. The SP has a late veneer of 
sectarian editing, but behind to this sectarian editing is an early variant version of the Pentateuch. The 
existence of such a textual tradition was confirmed by the finding of several proto-Samaritan texts 
from Qumran. See Tov 2012, 79. 
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sion that in the Second Temple period there was “a wider tradition of scribal inter-
ventions for harmonization and content editing”, which might in many cases mani-
fests itself even only in single manuscripts.853 The observation that the harmonizing 
additions in Josh 24 are taken from Deuteronomy fits well with the overall observa-
tion that Deuteronomy was a popular book at the end of the Second Temple pe-
riod.854 The editors responsible for many of the secondary additions throughout the 
Hebrew Bible may have therefore been especially guided by Deuteronomy. 
 From a technical point of view, the addition of Moses and Aaron in Josh 24:5 
could have been made as a longer marginal gloss, while the expansion of the Exodus 
allusion in Josh 24:17 would have required more effort, as seen below. The addition 
is not a simple gloss, but envelopes the word “Egypt”, which is found in the common 
textual tradition behind the OG and the MT. The text highlighted in the table below 
represents the added material. If the material was added in one sitting, it could be 
labeled as an enveloping addition using “Egypt” as an anchor word. However, it is 
possible that the addition took place in two phases. First, some earlier scribe changed 
“from Egypt” to “from the land of Egypt”. Second, a subsequent scribe inserted the 
long phrase after “from the land of Egypt”. In this case, the first developmental phase 
would be missing missing from our textual evidence. 
 
Before (OG Vorlage) After (MT) 




  ֹאָתנּו ַהַּמֲעֶלה הּוא
  ְוֶאת־ֲאבֹוֵתינּו
 ָעָׂשה ַוֲאֶׁשר ֲעָבִדים ִמֵּבית ִמְצַרִים ֶאֶרץֵמ 
 ָהֵאֶּלה ַהְּגדֹלֹות ָהֹאתֹות-ֶאת ְלֵעיֵנינּו
 
Moreover, the complexity of the addition is seen in that the expansion combines ma-
terial from various texts in Deuteronomy, and yet is not a verbatim repetition of any 
single text. These observations together suggest that the addition was not made to 
an existing scroll, but when a new copy of the text was produced. The similarity of 
the additions in 24:5, 17 together with the parallel verse Mic 6:4 suggests that the 
additions may have been made by the same scribe when he was copying a new scroll 
                                                     
853 Crawford 2005, 131–132. 
854 In the caves Qumran, Deuteronomy was the second most attested book of the Hebrew Bible. See 
Crawford 2005, 127–128. 
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of the text. However, this is not necessary: every time a new copy of a text was pro-
duced, scribes may have potentially added new elements to the text. When dealing 
with formulaic language, it is even more probable that such additions have been 
made in several stages. In fact, it is impossible to say whether the large addition in 
24:17 was made at one sitting or whether it too has grown in stages. 
 In addition to harmonizing with Deuteronomy and the rest of the Pentateuch, 
the additions in Josh 24 also provide evidence for the harmonization of similar texts 
closer one another. As demonstrated in section 4.2.6, it is likely that Josh 24 served 
as one basis of 1 Sam 12. However, the additions in Josh 24 revealed by the docu-
mented evidence also illustrated that these similar texts were also brought closer to 
one another in later times. Most remarkably, 1 Sam 12 inspired small secondary ad-
ditions in the proto-MT editing of Josh 24. This underlines a central problem in ana-
lyzing literary connections between texts. When two texts look similar, it does not 
necessarily mean that they are originally dependent on each other. They may have 
also been harmonized towards each other in later times. Therefore, it is not enough 
to build text-historical models simply by observing inner-biblical quotations and allu-
sions, but the analysis of similarities should be carried out in connection with a thor-
ough text, literary, and redaction critical analysis. 
5.3.3 Small Additions and Marginal Glosses 
There are several small secondary additions in both the MT and the OG of Josh 24. It 
is hard to pinpoint any specific moment in the textual history of Josh 24 for these 
additions, since they are often so general in content. Moreover, several scribal mech-
anisms could be imagined for the emergence of the small additions. It is possible that 
many of the small additions came about as marginal glosses or notes between the 
lines, and ended up in the main text when later copies were made. However, the 
small additions may have also been inserted into the text on the spot, while writing 
a new copy. Minor additions would not have needed major planning or the support 
of a community, but could have simply been conjured up by single scribes as clarifi-
cations of harmonizations. 
 The clearest external evidence for marginal glosses in Josh 24 comes from the 
Greek manuscript material of the LXX.855 Manuscripts 85 and 344 contain several 
                                                     
855 Beyond Josh 24, the clearest Hebrew evidence for glosses and corrections inserted in the margins 
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readings added as notes to the margin of the text by a later scribe. These marginal 
notes contain principally Hexaplaric readings.856 For example, in Josh 24:24 manu-
scripts 85 and 344 add τω θω ̅ημων “our God” after Κυρίῳ “the Lord”. This is a Hexa-
plaric reading that aligns the Greek text with the expression ֵהינּו-ֶאת ְיהָוה ֱא  “YHWH 
our God” in the MT. The reading is also found in the main text of manuscripts 19 82 
120 130 509. In these cases, it is not probable that the readings would have first 
emerged as marginal notes and later been adopted into the main text in the process 
of copying. They have more probably come about as part of the Hexaplaric revision 
process. Manuscripts 85 and 344 have been later supplemented with marginal notes 
correcting the main text. Therefore, while these manuscripts attest to the phenom-
enon of adding notes to the margins of the text, they do not offer external evidence 
for new material being added to the text through margins. 
 There are at least 13 cases of documented minor secondary additions revealed 
by the comparison of MT and OG Josh 24. In the MT, the small additions are the 
words and phrases ְּכָנַען “Canaan” (24:3), ַאֲהרֹן-ְוֶאתֹמֶׁשה -ָוֶאְׁשַלח ֶאת  “and I sent Moses 
and Aaron” (24:5), ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ָואֹוִציא ֶאת  “and I took your fathers” (24:5), ִאְּתֶכם ַוִּיָּלֲחמּו  
“and they fought against you” (24:8), ֶּבן־ְּבעֹור “son of Beor” (24:9), ֵהינּו  ”our God“ ֱא
(24:24),  ַ  all” (24:27). These are missing from the earlier“ ָּכל ,(Joshua” (24:26“ ְיהֹוֻׁש
version preserved by the OG. In the OG, the small additions that either reflected a 
different Hebrew Vorlage or were made by the translator included τὴν ἐρυθράν “Red” 
(24:6), τοὺς ἀλλοτρίους “foreign” (24:14), ἐνώπιον τῆς σκηνῆς τοῦ θεοῦ Ἰσραήλ “before 
the tent of the God of Israel” (24:25), Ἰησοῦς “Joshua” (24:26), and ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς “the 
high priest” (24:33). These are missing from the earlier version preserved by the MT. 
 The small additions can be roughly divided into four categories. First, there are 
some additions of titles of important characters in the text. For example, “son of 
Beor” is added to describe Balaam, and “high priest” is added as an attribute of 
Eleazar. The phenomenon of scribes adding titles to characters is well-attested in 
other texts.857 These kinds of additions could have been easily made as a marginal 
                                                     
or between the lines comes from the Great Isaiah Scroll found in Qumran. There one can observe that 
even long sentences could be added between the lines. See, for example, Callaway 2011, 84–86. 
856 An analysis of the marginal readings in 344 is presented in a forthcoming article by Kristin De 
Troyer in a collection of studies based on the symposium “From Scribal Error to Rewriting: How (Sa-
cred) Texts May and May Not Be Changed” (Tbilisi 2015). The volume will be published in the De Sep-
tuaginta Investigationes -series (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht). 
857 For example, when comparing the OG and the MT of the book of Jeremiah, one can observe that 
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gloss in any phase of the transmission of the text. Second, there are stylistic additions 
that make explicit elements that are already implicitly assumed when reading the 
text. For example, “Joshua” has been added in two different locations in OG and MT 
Josh 24:26. The agent of the verse would have been understood as Joshua even with-
out these additions. Third, there are some theological stock phrases that are added 
to the speeches in Josh 24. For example, “our God” heightens the sense of sacredness 
in the text. These stock phrases may have their roots in liturgical practice. The 
phrases are so common that the scribes would have known them by heart, and they 
would have likely been a part of their own religious practices and prayers. Fourth, 
some small additions are related to redactional issues. The addition of “and I sent 
Moses and Aaron”, for instance, relates to larger nomistic concerns. Some small ad-
ditions might also be connected with earlier redaction. This is the case of “and I took 
your fathers”, which will be analyzed below. 
 For the purposes of literary and redaction criticism, these results have three 
implications. First, it seems that some of the small additions in Josh 24 could have 
been recognized without documented evidence. The clearest example is the addition 
“and I sent Moses and Aaron”. The phrase is a loose element in the historical sum-
mary, which emphasizes the actions of YHWH alone in guiding the Israelites in their 
history. Moses does not appear anywhere else in the chapter, in which Joshua func-
tions as the mediator between YHWH and the Israelites. This would have alerted the 
redaction critic that Moses might be a later import into the chapter. From other texts, 
he would have known that in later times the authority of texts was derived more and 
more from the figure of Moses. In addition, when reading only the MT one can notice 
that there are several formulaic phrases beginning with wayyiqtol forms. The addi-
tion of a phrase in this link of similar sentences could have been easily made in a later 
phase by repeating the same formula. Second, some small additions mimic phrase-
ology that is often attributed to specific editors. For example, “land of Canaan”, used 
in MT Josh 24:3, is a typical Priestly phrase. If one does not compare the MT with the 
OG, the nature of “Canaan” as a later addition may bias the redaction-critical analysis 
into attributing the text to the Priestly editor. Third, many of the small additions are 
                                                     
several titles were added in the proto-MT editing. See Janzen 1973, 69–86.  
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so minor that redaction critics would not recognize them as secondary without doc-
umented evidence. There are no criteria for recognizing which instances of “all” or 
“foreign” are secondary and which original in a given text. Therefore, one must ac-
cept that while many small additions may have made to texts in several phases, most 
of these cannot be reliably uncovered. 
 Finally, in the compositional history of the book of Joshua many marginal 
glosses have been assumed without documented evidence. The evidence from Josh 
24 corroborates that this is possible. Tov, for example, introduces two instances 
where short explanations of names and words may have been first added to the mar-
gin and later been integrated to the running texts of new copies.858 
 
  Josh 18:13  ְֵאל-ִהיא ֵּבית [ֶּכֶתף לּוָזה ֶנְגָּבה-ָעַבר ִמָּׁשם ַהְּגבּול לּוָזה ֶאלו [ 
 “From there the boundary passes towards Luz, to the shoulder of Luz southwards [that is 
 Bethel]” 
  Josh 15:8 ְירּוָׁשָל ִהיא [ֶּכֶתף ַהְיבּוִסי ִמֶּנֶגב-ֶאל[ 
 “...to the shoulder of the Jebusites [that is Jerusalem]” 
 
Both cases have to be assumed without text-critical evidence, since the readings are 
present in all the witnesses. They are, however, hard to explain otherwise. In the 
former, “that is Bethel” refers to Luz, and is therefore placed in an awkward position 
at the end of the sentence. Such a position in the sentence would easily result from 
a marginal gloss. The latter, in turn, is confirmed by documented evidence, since the 
explanatory gloss is missing from the parallel verse in Josh 18:16.  
5.3.4 Small Addition to Smooth Out Tensions Created by an Earlier 
Large Addition 
The addition of “and I brought your fathers out” in MT Josh 24:6 could at first sight 
seem to be an isolated gloss.859 After surveying the compositional history of Josh 
24:5–7, however, there seems to be a clear connection with this small addition re-
vealed by textual criticism and an addition assumed by literary criticism. Considering 
                                                     
858 Tov 1999e. 
859 For the text-critical arguments see section 3.2.2.3. 
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these additions together illustrates how textual and literary criticism overlap in this 
instance. It also sheds light on how modern scholars can recognize later additions. 
 
 Josh 24:5. And YHWH smote Egypt with miracles that he did in their midst and afterwards he 
 brought you out 6. [And I brought your fathers out] of Egypt.  
And you came to the sea. And the Egyptians pursued after your fathers with chariots 
and horses to the Sea of Reeds. 7. And we cried out to the Lord and he put darkness 
 between us and the Egyptians and he brought the sea upon them and covered them.  
And your eyes saw what YHWH did in the land of Egypt. Then you lived in the wilderness many 
days.860 
 
The basic narrative of YHWH's deeds, told by Joshua, concerns the Israelites who are 
being referred to as “you”. In verses 5–6, the speech recalls how “he (YHWH) brought 
you out of Egypt”. The possible earlier form of the narrative, constructed with the 
help of literary criticism, then continues narrating how the Israelites moved in their 
journey: “your eyes saw”, “you lived in the wilderness”. The sudden shift from “your” 
to “your fathers” in verse 6b interrupts this basic narrative. Thus, the incident involv-
ing the fathers of the Israelites at the sea seems to be a later intrusion into the basic 
narrative concerned with the Israelites.861 Furthermore, as has already been noted, 
the added material abounds with allusions to Exodus 14, which signals that it proba-
bly was the source and inspiration for the addition: ַוִּיְרְּדפּו “and they pursued” (Exod 
 ”to cry out“ צעק ,(with chariots and horses” (Exod 14:9, 28“ ְּבֶרֶכב ּוְבָפָרִׁשים ,(23 ,14:9
(Exod 14:10), “darkness between” (Exod 14:20, 10:20), and ַוְיַכֵּסהּו “and it covered 
them” (Exod 14:28; 15:10).862 Thus, the large addition might have been motivated by 
a desire to bring the prophetic speech closer to the well-known Exodus account. 
 In the light of this assumed large secondary addition, the short addition in the 
proto-MT phase of 24:6 does not seem loose anymore. It is connected with the ear-
                                                     
860 Here the secondary addition is indicated with a different indentation. Minor secondary additions 
are printed in [square brackets]. The translations are the ones introduced already in the earlier anal-
ysis sections. The text is the earliest text-critically attainable form, and cursive is used to highlight that 
the reading is preserved only in the OG. 
861 See section 4.3.3. 
862 See section 4.2.2. 
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lier large literary addition, since it anticipates the theme of the fathers. This connec-
tion can be explained in two ways. First, it is possible that the large addition and the 
short addition were made by the same scribe, who wanted to introduce the incident 
with the fathers into the historical summary. If this was the case, it would be hard to 
explain why the OG preserves a version in which the large addition is preserved but 
the short addition is not.  
 Second, it is more probable that the short addition was made in the proto-MT 
editing of Josh 24 to tie the large addition more closely to the historical summary. 
The fathers were introduced at the beginning of verse 6, smoothening out the ten-
sion between “you” and “your fathers” created by the earlier large addition in the 
OG 24:6. This was, in fact, not the only way that the proto-MT editor smoothened 
the large addition. Also, the change of the personal form and the pronoun from “we 
cried ... us” (OG) to “they cried ... you” (MT) is a way of making the text flow smoother 
with the added material. The first-person “flashback”-form of the verb, derived orig-
inally from Deut 26:7, was secondarily connected more tightly with the fathers in the 
proto-MT editing. This was motivated by the verbal form present in 1 Sam 12:10. 
 The literary addition of the fathers is so large and significant that it has probably 
been made at a point in the textual history when a new copy or version of the text 
was being produced. In theory, the small addition of three words could have been 
first written in the marginal or between rows in a scroll, and then inserted in the main 
text when a scribe copied a new scroll. It is, however, also more probably connected 
with the larger proto-MT editing of the book of Joshua, which must have been a more 
thorough process than just a mere copying with minor addition. The change made to 
the verbal form used in the historical summary also suggests this. 
 In this instance, the overlap of the observations of textual criticism and literary 
criticism are intriguing. It is, however, interesting to note that if the text-critical evi-
dence was not preserved, a careful literary critic might have noticed that “when I 
brought your ancestors” is a secondary addition. There are at least three reasons for 
this. First, it is clearly connected to the insertion of the incident with the fathers. 
Second, the connection with 1 Sam 12:8 would help the literary critic in making the 
conclusion that a basic narrative has been expanded to bring it closer to similar ma-
terial elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. Third, the small addition creates a disturbing 
repetition in the text ֲאבֹוֵתיֶכם-ְוַאַחר הֹוֵצאִתי ֶאְתֶכם ָואֹוִציא ֶאת  (Josh 24:5–6) with the 
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doubling of the verb צאי . These traces of editing may have alerted the literary critic 
that we are dealing with a minor addition. Hence, this instance strengthens the no-
tion that literary and redaction criticism is possible, and can produce correct results 
when different arguments accumulate. 
5.4 Omissions 
Documented evidence preserved from Josh 24 has illustrated that scribes sometimes 
omitted even whole verses from the text they were transmitting. Omissions are al-
most impossible to detect without documented evidence. Peculiarities in a text 
might hint towards earlier editing that omitted passages from the text. However, if 
something is deleted it cannot be observed anymore. Therefore, it is understandable 
that literary and redaction criticism has mostly assumed that texts have developed 
through additions. This tendency in research has been recently analyzed in detail by 
Pakkala in God’s Word Omitted. Pakkala also presents an important case for the 
recognition of omissions as an editorial technique in the diachronic development of 
the texts in the Hebrew Bible.863 The documented evidence in Josh 24 revealed four 
omissions which can be divided into two subcategories: minor stylistic deletions and 
theological omissions.864 
 There are not many stylistic omissions in Josh 24. The omission of the second 
 and I gave” from the sentence “and I gave him Isaac, (and I gave) to Isaac Jacob“ ָוֶאֵּתן
and Esau” (24:3–4) can be counted as a purely stylistic omission witnessed by the 
OG. Such an omission could have been made either by the translator or by a Hebrew 
editor working with the Vorlage. Moreover, the omission of “because he is holy” at 
the end of MT Josh 24:15 revealed that stylistic omissions could be connected with 
earlier redaction. The phrase was likely removed as an unnecessary doublet for ma-
terial that was secondarily added (v. 19) in the history of the text.865 That there are 
not many stylistic omissions speaks for the conclusion that scribes and the OG trans-
lator were usually not that keen on correcting stylistic problems in a text through 
                                                     
863 Pakkala 2013. See also section 1.2. 
864 Since I am dealing with intentional editorial techniques, I exclude from the discussion uninten-
tional omissions that emerged due to scribal mistakes. 
865 See section 3.3.2.6. 
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omitting material. For text-critical argumentation, this means that theological expla-
nations should not be seen as secondary to stylistic or linguistic explanations. When 
something was omitted from a text, it was often done with good reasons. 
 The theologically motivated omissions in Josh 24 reveal that intentional omis-
sions are often connected with more comprehensive rewriting. While additions could 
have been made lightly on separate occasions, omissions seem to relate to editing 
that changes the meaning of the text. The major omissions at the end of Josh 24 are 
connected with wider editorial activities elsewhere in the composition. Josh 24:31a 
was likely removed by the same editor who highlighted the fidelity of the Israelites 
to circumcision in Josh 5.866 The omission of 24:33a was connected with wider issues 
of continuity between the books of Joshua and Judges.867 The relationship between 
Joshua and Judges was indeed a motivating factor for several editorial intrusions at 
the end of Joshua and beginning of Judges. It is also important to highlight that the 
omission of these two verses at the end of Joshua is connected with a radical rework-
ing of the ending of Joshua. These omissions were not isolated incidents, but closely 
related with a systematic restructuring of the ending. Therefore, this evidence sug-
gests that book endings have sometimes been reworked more radically than just 
through additions. 
 Based on the documented evidence attested in Josh 24, three conclusions may 
be drawn concerning omission as an editorial technique. First, omissions were not 
made as frequently as additions. Whereas additions could have been easily moti-
vated, theologically motivated omissions may have entailed much more deliberation. 
One could speculate that a single scribe would not have omitted whole verses from 
a text, but that omissions needed to be discussed between different scribes and 
within the whole community of the scribe. When something was removed from a 
text, it might have required wider approval of the religious leaders. This, however, is 
only a working hypothesis derived from Josh 24, which would have to be examined 
in more detail. Second, omissions are usually connected with other rewriting. The 
deletion of older texts and ideas is connected with a shift in thinking. For example, 
the rewriting of Josh 5, together with the omission of 24:31a, represents a major shift 
in ideas connected with the Gilgal circumcision. It is a rewriting of history. This might 
                                                     
866 See section 3.4.2.3. 
867 See section 3.4.2.6. 
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be the reason why we see fewer omissions in the development within single compo-
sitions (e.g. book of Joshua) than in the creation of new compositions (e.g. the “re-
written” Joshua books). Omissions are probably more usual within major paradig-
matic changes in a community, or in the creation of new compositions. Third, the 
omissions revealed by documented evidence could not have been recovered without 
documented evidence. There would be no reason to assume that a tradition of bur-
ying flint knives with Joshua was once connected with the burial account if the OG 
would not have preserved such a text. This adds a note of caution to the usage of 
literary and redaction criticism. Because addition is the most common editorial tech-
nique, we may probably quite reliably recover earlier forms of certain texts without 
documented evidence. Yet it is probable that, because of omissions, we are missing 
much of the material once connected with our texts. Therefore, overly rigid recon-
structions of editorial developments remain questionable. 
5.5 Rewriting 
In its basic meaning, rewriting refers to the scribal phenomenon of replacing at least 
one unit of a text with another unit. In practice, scholars usually focus on the rewrit-
ing of larger textual units such as verses, chapters, or even whole compositions. How-
ever, the replacement of a single word with another word carrying a different mean-
ing can also be considered rewriting. The term itself has been traditionally used with 
respect to “non-canonical” texts, such as the Joshua scrolls 4Q378 and 4Q379, writ-
ten on the basis of “canonical” books.868 In recent scholarship, however, it has be-
come more and more clear that a strict separation between the scribal techniques 
used in producing the “canonical” books and the so-called “rewritten” biblical texts 
is an arbitrary one. Both scribal processes belong “to the same dynamic process of 
retelling, writing, and rewriting tradition during Second Temple times.”869 Besides 
the fact that there was no strict canon in Second Temple times, documented evi-
dence has revealed that even heavy rewriting has taken place in the textual history 
of the now canonical books. The textual analysis in this study has confirmed this state 
of research by observing several documented cases of rewriting in Josh 5 and 24. I 
will now turn to the most important cases, proceeding from small to larger instances. 
                                                     
868 See section 2.5.1. 
869 Debel 2011, 67. 
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 The first case of rewriting observed in the documented evidence is the second-
ary change of location of the scene in the OG. If this is considered an isolated variant, 
as many commentators do, it appears to be a fairly small relocation. However, the 
secondary change of location to Shiloh is probably connected to the editorial moti-
vation of diminishing the Samaritans claim to importance. This motivation also re-
sulted in the omission of the “sanctuary” from Josh 24:26 and the addition of the tent 
of YHWH in 24:25.870 These text-critical conclusions have implications for how the 
replacement of Shechem with Shiloh was achieved. If it was an isolated replacement, 
it could have been made easily at any point of the transmission of the text. For in-
stance, since the location in Josh 18 is Shiloh, any scribe proceeding to the copying 
of the end of the book could have simply made a harmonizing correction in Josh 24:1, 
25. However, since we are dealing with a wider editorial aim, it is more probable that 
the rewriting was planned. Moreover, it is linked to socio-historical issues connected 
with the relationship of the Samaritans and the Judeans in the late Second Temple 
period. In other words, the rewriting was made to update the important covenant 
text to take into the current societal situation.  
 Other small rewritings in Josh 24 may be connected to locally perceived prob-
lems in the text that the scribe was copying. For example, in Josh 24:12, the earlier 
text (MT) had the problematic reading “the twelve kings of the Amorites”. Any scribe 
could have regarded the number “twelve” as a problem, or even a mistake, since it 
does not accord with any other record of the number of Amorite kings. The scribe 
responsible for replacing “twelve” (MT) with “two” (OG) probably considered the 
near context which refers to Sihon and Og. This small correction could have been 
made at several points in the textual history of Josh 24:12: in the transmission of the 
Hebrew Vorlage of the OG, in the translation process, or even in later revisions of the 
original translation. Such a replacement may have also grown in several steps. One 
scribe could have made the correction to the margins of a manuscript, while a later 
scribe would have replaced it in the main text. In any case, once again it is clear that 
such small scribal alterations are impossible to date and describe exactly. Moreover, 
these types of rewritings may have taken place multiple times in the earlier prehis-
tory of any given text, without any trace in our scarce documented evidence. 
                                                     
870 See section 3.2.2.2 and 3.3.2.4. 
281 
 
 A larger rewriting in Josh 24 pertains to the speaker of the historical summary. 
In its earlier form (OG), the recollection in 24:5–13 was given as the speech of Joshua, 
who refers to YHWH in the third-person. Later (MT), the speech was harmonized with 
the beginning (24:2–4) and presented thoroughly as the first-person speech of 
YHWH. As observed in the textual analysis, the phenomenon of rewriting speeches 
to take on the aspect of a direct speech from YHWH is also known from the Temple 
Scroll.871 There were probably stylistic and ideological reasons behind this rewriting. 
In terms of style, the text in the MT is more unified, as it follows the first-person 
formulation in almost every verse. The earlier reading is more cumbersome, since it 
alternates between different persons. In terms of meaning, the first-person formula-
tion was better suited to several details in the text. For example, later editors wanted 
to attribute the active role in the ban in Josh 24:8 to YHWH, rather than to the people 
themselves. Moreover, attributing the speech directly to YHWH increased the au-
thority and impact of the text. The confession of faith became a prophecy in which 
Joshua assumed the role of a prophet. 
 In terms of technique, the rewriting was achieved through two kinds of edito-
rial intrusions. First, every verbal form in the third-person was simply replaced with 
a verbal form in the first-person. In addition, some of the connected pronouns 
needed to be changed. Interestingly, in the case of the complicated verse Josh 24:7, 
the scribe did not change the expression “he put darkness”, which remains the only 
third-person formulation in the MT. This scribal lapse illustrates that attempts to har-
monize a text would not always produce perfect results. Second, all the mentions of 
“the Lord” were omitted, although technically they could have also worked in the 
rewritten text (e.g. Josh 24:5 could have read “I, the Lord, smote Egypt”). Since the 
rewriting is not technically complicated, it is possible that it may not have required a 
great deal of planning. It is possible that a scribe reading the passage, for example in 
light of the beginning verses, simply assumed that the speech leading up to the cov-
enant should be a direct speech from YHWH. Therefore, this rewriting can be consid-
ered a minor improvement taking place at some point in the proto-MT editing. Since 
the phenomenon of changing the speaker is known elsewhere, the scribe could have 
had a precedent for making the change. 
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 Lastly, in Josh 5:4–6, relating to the omission of the flint knives in Josh 24:31a, 
heavy rewriting was observed. The rewriting was guided by three ideological motiva-
tions: reinterpreting history so that the Israelites were faithful to circumcision in 
Egypt, dissolving the continuity between the generation of the fathers and the gen-
eration that conquered the land, and making sure that everyone participating in the 
Passover celebrations were ritually pure.872 The complex rewriting cannot be charac-
terized with the usage of any single editorial technique. It was achieved with a crea-
tive mix of additions, omissions, replacements, and reordering of the text. In the ta-
ble below, it can be seen that the rewritten text, especially in verses 5:4–5, does not 
have many counterparts with the text that preceded it. However, looking at the sim-
ilar expressions highlighted in the table below and the relocated expressions marked 
with a textbox, the rewriting does not seem to be random, but seems to have been 
guided by some strategy. 
 
Before (Vorlage of OG) After (MT) 
 יהושע מל אשר הדבר וזה 4
   ישראל בני את
        בדרך דיםהיל כל
 היו הערלים וכל
 ממצרים בצאתם
 




 שנה ושתים ארבעים כי 6
  במדבר ישראל הלכו
 םרבי היו ערלים לכן
 היצאים המלחמה אנשי
  מצרים ארץמ
    אלוהים בכול שמעו לא אשר
ַ  ֲאֶׁשר־ָמל ַהָּדָבר ְוֶזה 4   ְיהֹוֻׁש
  ִמִּמְצַרִים ַהּיֵֹצא ָּכל־ָהָעם
 ֵמתּו ַהִּמְלָחָמה ַאְנֵׁשי ּכֹל ַהְּזָכִרים
  ַּבֶּדֶר ַבִּמְדָּבר
 ִמִּמְצָרִים ְּבֵצאָתם
 
  ַהּיְֹצִאים ָּכל־ָהָעם ָהיּו ִּכי־ֻמִלים 5
ִדים ־ָהָעםָכלוְ    ַּבֶּדֶר ַּבִּמְדָּבר ַהִּי
 לֹא־ָמלּו ִמִּמְצַרִים ְּבֵצאָתם
 
  ָׁשָנה ַאְרָּבִעים ִּכי 6
  ַּבִּמְדָּבר ְבֵני־ִיְׂשָרֵאל ָהְלכּו
  ָּכל־ַהּגֹוי ַעד־ֹּתם
  ַהּיְֹצִאים ַהִּמְלָחָמה ַאְנֵׁשי
  ִמִּמְצַרִים
  ְיהָוה ְּבקֹול לֹא־ָׁשְמעּו ֲאֶׁשר
                                                     




 להם נשבע אשר
  הארץ את םראותה לבלתי
  לנו לתת לאבותם יהוה נשבע אשר
 ודבש חלב זבח ארץ
  ָלֶהם ְיהָוה ִנְׁשַּבע ֲאֶׁשר
  ֶאת־ָהָאֶרץ ַהְראֹוָתם ְלִבְלִּתי
  ָלנּו ָלֶתת ַלֲאבֹוָתם ְיהָוה ִנְׁשַּבע ֲאֶׁשר
 ּוְדָבׁש ָחָלב ָזַבת ֶאֶרץ
 
The expansive rewriting in 5:4–5 has been achieved through reorganization and re-
placing some elements in the shorter text. In verse 4, the first and last phrases re-
mained intact, and the material in between was replaced with the notion that every-
one coming out of Egypt was circumcised. The augmented verse 5 in the MT, on the 
other hand, was created by taking elements from the earlier verse 4, moving them 
further along in the new text, and adding new material in between. The expression 
 when they came out of Egypt” was placed at the end of the new“ ְּבֵצאָתם ִמִּמְצָרִים
rewritten text as a resumptive repetition. This binds the new augmented verse 
closely with what had been said earlier. The expression דים בדרךהיל כל  “everyone 
born on the way” from OG verse 4 was taken up in a longer form in the rewritten MT 
verse 5. The expression ישראל בני  was also taken from OG verse 4 and inserted at the 
beginning of the rewritten MT verse 6. In this way, the scribe preserved the main 
elements of the older text, but gave them a new meaning by inserting new material 
around and between them. Lastly, in verse 6 all of the main elements remained in-
tact, but the phrase רביםערלים היו  לכן  “for many of them were uncircumcised” was 
perceived as problematic and was simply replaced with the new phrase ֹּתם ָּכל-ַעד-
 until all the people had died”. This expression was not taken from the earlier“ ַהּגֹוי
text of Josh 5:4–6, but was probably imported from passages such as Num 32:13 or 
Deut 2:14–15. 
 The rewriting observed in Josh 5:4–6 with the help of documented evidence is 
so creative and complex that all its intricacies could not have been uncovered if we 
only had the MT. In theory, the rewriting observed here follows the basic assump-
tions of textual and literary criticism. Namely, shorter texts are often earlier, and 
texts have mostly grown through additions. However, the additions are not achieved 
simply by keeping the earlier text intact, but the text it is reorganized, and elements 
are dispersed in the new text. However, the situation would not have been com-
pletely hopeless without the OG. The resumptive repetition of ְּבֵצאָתם ִמִּמְצָרִים “when 
they came out of Egypt” at the end of MT Josh 5:5 could have alerted the literary 
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critic that the verse might be a later addition.873 With this observation, the literary 
critic could have removed the later idea in verse 5 that all the people coming out of 
Egypt were circumcised, and Joshua only circumcised those born in the wilderness. 
This would have brought the literary critic closer to the earlier idea of the text. Yet 
the ideas, completely omitted from the earlier text, would have been harder to re-
construct. Thus, to some degree it is possible to uncover traces of secondary rewrit-
ing, especially when it is expansive in nature. However, due to the creativity of an-
cient scribes and the lack of comprehensive documented evidence, many aspects of 
complex rewritings will inevitably remain unattainable. 
5.6 Transpositions 
Transposition is a technical term for the phenomenon of a scribe changing the loca-
tion of one or more textual units.874 The inclusion of the evidence from the OG into 
textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible has introduced a large amount of evidence that 
scribes sometimes reordered textual units during the transmission of texts. The pres-
ence of transpositions in textual evidence illustrates that reordering took place even 
quite late in the transmission of the Hebrew Bible.875 The documented evidence from 
Josh 24 attests to some such editorial intrusions. There seems to be two types of 
transpositions. First, the locations of two words, sentences, or verses may have been 
swapped. Such small interchanges were present in Josh 24:18 and in the Greek man-
uscript material.876 Second, a textual unit may have been relocated to a new location. 
This is the case with the transposition of MT Josh 24:31, which highlights the fidelity 
of the Israelites. 
 The first type of transposition is widely attested in the textual witnesses of the 
Hebrew Bible. This is especially true when referring to small transpositions of single 
words within a phrase.877 In Josh 24:18, there is a transposition in the proto-MT 
phase which is related to a small addition. The earlier text read “the Amorites and all 
the people that inhabited the land” (OG Josh 24:18), with the reference “and all the 
                                                     
873 Indeed, Josh 5:5 has been regarded as a secondary addition by, for example, Steuernagel 1900, 
167–168 and Noth 1953, 39. 
874 Some scholars use other terms such as “relocation” or “change in sequence”.  
875 Tov 1999d, 411–418 and Mäkipelto, Tekoniemi & Tucker 2017. 
876 This may have also happened with larger textual units. For example, Josh 8:30–35 and 9:1–2 are 
situated in opposite locations between the MT and the OG. See section 4.2.4. 
877 Tov 2012, 239. 
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people” being a secondary interpolation, as revealed by the context. The editor be-
hind the MT secondarily changed the order to “all the people and Amorites that in-
habited the land” in order to better integrate the loose addition to the context. 
Moreover, as attested by MSS 15 19 376 426, the Hexaplaric reviser transposed the 
Greek text again to make it accord with the Hebrew text.878 In Josh 24:19, in turn, the 
MT reads ְלִפְׁשֲעֶכם ּוְלַחּטֹאוֵתיֶכם “your transgressions or your sins”, while the OG has a 
different sequence, reading τὰ ἁμαρτήματα καὶ τὰ ἀνομήματα ὑμῶν “your sins or your 
transgressions”. Once again, the Hexaplaric reading in MSS 15 19 376 426 corrects 
the Greek order toward the Hebrew. In this case, it is hard to say which tradition 
made the transposition, since it does not really affect the meaning of the text. 
 These small stylistically motivated transpositions, attested by a difference in 
the MT and the OG, could have been made at any point during the copying of the 
text to a new scroll. In addition, they could have been either intentional or uninten-
tional. The scribe could have memorized a larger section of the text he was copying, 
kept and contemplated it in his working memory, and accidentally produced a trans-
posed text in the new copy. In other words, the transposition could have taken place 
in the mind of the scribe. On the other hand, the scribe may have deliberately reor-
dered the phrase, and may even have been aware of earlier editing such as the sec-
ondary addition in Josh 24:18. These possibilities highlight the ambiguity related to 
small transpositions; it is not possible to pinpoint the exact date or mechanism of 
these transpositions. If the transposition is not connected to theological or narrative 
issues in a text, one should not give too much weight to it. 
 Minor transpositions were also common in the later secondary Greek revisions, 
and apparently especially the L group of manuscripts. In Josh 24:14 the OG reads “put 
away the foreign gods that your fathers served beyond the river and in Egypt”, re-
flecting the MT. There are no stylistic reasons for transposing this Greek text. Appar-
ently, later revisers understood “beyond the river” as referring to Jordan, as seen by 
the transposition guided by the idea that first the Israelites left Egypt and then 
crossed the river Jordan (L: “put away the foreign gods that your fathers served in 
Egypt and beyond the river”).879 In this way, minor transpositions could be made to 
                                                     
878 See 3.3.1. 
879 See section 3.3.1. 
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the text even in the late Christian revisions, guided by the conviction of the reviser 
concerning the correct meaning of the text. 
 The second type of transposition is more uncommon, but often has more im-
plications for the meaning of the text. As concluded in the text-critical analysis, the 
earliest location of the verse highlighting the fidelity of the Israelites (OG Josh 24:29 
or MT Josh 24:31) is preserved in the OG.880 This verse was transposed in the proto-
MT reworking at the end of the book of Joshua, probably to bring the death of Joshua 
closer to the death of Moses in Deut 34. In other words, we are dealing with a late 
harmonizing transposition which aims at bringing the two endings closer one an-
other. In the case of such transpositions, we might already carefully speak about a 
beginning canonization of some scriptures. The rising authority of Deuteronomy gave 
scribes an incentive to also reorganize the texts of other historical books. This editing 
is taken even further in 4QJosha, where the reading of the law (Josh 8:34–35) is 
moved between Josh 4–5 so that it would have taken place during the crossing of 
Jordan.881 
 In terms of scribal practice, the latter type of transposition, in which a textual 
unit is moved to another location, was probably part of a carefully planned editorial 
intrusion in most cases. Since this kind of a relocation affects several aspects of the 
text, the decision to transpose would have most probably been made already in the 
planning stages, and not on an impromptu basis while copying. The transposition of 
one verse observed in Josh 24 is not as such extremely radical, but it is related to 
various other editorial intrusions, such as the omission of OG Josh 24:31a, affecting 
the length of the text. Therefore, the scribe would have had to plan the length of the 
new scroll, and thus probably also needed the support of a wider community. A case 
in point for the carefully planned nature of this type of a transposition is found in the 
textual history of Jeremiah, where the Oracles Against the Nations (MT Jer 46–51) 
are in completely different locations between the MT and the OG. Such a radical 
transposition affects the whole literary nature of the composition, and therefore 
needs careful planning beforehand. On a smaller scale, taken together with the other 
editorial intrusions, this probably also applies to the transposition of OG Josh 24:29. 
                                                     
880 See section 3.4.2.2. 
881 See section 4.2.4. 
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 Finally, documented evidence of transpositions has implications for literary and 
redaction criticism. Many scholars have assumed that transpositions have taken 
place in the editorial history of the books in the Hebrew Bible without text-critical 
evidence. Sometimes scholars aim at reconstructing these transpositions without 
documented evidence. For instance, several scholars have argued for the possibility 
that Josh 24 and Josh 8:30–35 would have originally formed a literary unity. This is 
mainly because both describe a ritual ceremony at Shechem, and both Josh 8:30–35 
and Josh 24 are loosely and illogically connected to their current contexts. In these 
models, the transposition of either one is then a secondary feature achieved by later 
editors. Simpson, for example, argued that in an early pre-Dtr document the com-
mand to build an altar, that is the basic text of Deut 27, was related in a text consist-
ing of Josh 24:1–18, 25; 8:30–34. During later editing, this text grew and was further 
moved about, so that Josh 8:30–35 and Josh 24 were transposed to different parts 
of the composition.882 Another suggestion was made by Soggin, who suggested that 
Josh 8:30–35 may have originally been connected with Josh 24 at the end of the com-
position. Even though he notes that “we do not have any definite proof of the original 
unity”, on a practical basis he treats the texts as having once formed a literary 
whole.883 Since both models assume that a more logical text is the earliest, they are 
not very compelling. Accordingly, the models have not received much corroboration 
from other scholars.884 However, it is worth considering that since several transposi-
tions are visible in documented evidence, it is possible and even probable that this 
editorial technique was also used in the literary prehistory. Therefore, to suggest that 
the location of some early form of Josh 8:30-35 or Josh 24 may have originally been 
in a different part of the composition is not without merit. It is, however, another 
question whether we can reasonably uncover this location. In any case, documented 
cases of transposition reveal that it is probably not possible to reconstruct all the 
intricacies of the editorial histories of our texts. 
                                                     
882 Simpson 1948, 316–322. 
883 Soggin 1970, 230–231. 
884 In the light of these suggestions, however, it is striking that the altar scene in MT Josh 8, or at 
least verses 8:34–35, are found in a completely different location in 4QJosha. Therefore, the basic 




5.7 Editorial Techniques and the Creativity of Ancient Scribes 
From its earliest phases to the latest documented editing, Josh 24 can be used as 
evidence for the editorial techniques utilized by Second Temple Jewish scribes. The 
most common editorial intrusions have been the additions of new material. This ed-
itorial technique is easiest to uncover, even in instances where documented evidence 
is not preserved. It has been shown that minor additions and the addition of material 
at the end of the chapter could have been made to an older copy of the text without 
having to produce a completely new manuscript. Therefore, additions were often 
economical. However, more radical editorial techniques have also been at play. 
Omissions, transpositions, and rewriting together constitute about half of the edito-
rial intrusions observed in the textual history of Josh 24. The observations made from 
the mechanics of these editorial intrusions led to the conclusion that such editorial 
techniques fundamentally change aspects of a text. Therefore, while some of these 
editorial intrusions could have been uncovered without documented evidence, they 
would mostly remain unattainable without traces in textual witnesses. These radical 
editorial intrusions often require careful deliberation and material planning, which 
means that they probably also required wider support from the leaders and commu-
nities of the scribes. They would have been done almost solely when a new copy of 
the manuscript was produced. 
 It is also necessary to briefly put the observations in this section into a wider 
perspective. Josh 24 is a product of the creative scribal environment of the Second 
Temple period. Several studies have explored and described this creative milieu. 
Debel, for one, notes: “In a nutshell, the Second Temple period now appears as a 
time of unprecedented scribal creativity and socio-religious dynamics, during which 
the scriptural text was still organically developing and in a pluriform state.”885  
 What exactly does it mean when we describe ancient scribes as creative? In 
modern creativity research, creativity is often defined by referring to its three com-
ponents. First, creative ideas and products are original, that is somehow new or in-
novative. Second, they are of high quality. Third, creative ideas and products have to 
be suited either to the task at hand or some other future purpose of that task.886 
These categories apply to various stages of editing observed in the textual evidence 
                                                     
885 Debel 2011, 67. 
886 Stenberg & Kaufman 2010, xiii. 
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of Josh 24. To ensure that Josh 24 remained of high quality and suitable for its chang-
ing audiences, scribes had to continue making changes to the text. Moreover, it is 
clear from modern research that creativity is an immensely multifaceted phenome-
non. There are several “individual, situational, social, and cultural factors” that affect 
the creative process and its outcomes.887 Each of these facets are in and of them-
selves complex and contain many overlapping processes. From this complexity re-
lated to creativity as a human process, it follows that creative processes cannot be 
understood mechanically. In other words, it is not enough to simply describe the 
technical aspects of scribal work and imagine that these techniques were always ap-
plied as such. Several variables in the cognition of the scribes, the dynamics of their 
communities, and their historical realities were present in their everyday creative 
work. Therefore, one should not be surprised if evidence suggests that scribes did 
not follow the patterns we would expect from research on editorial techniques. Fur-
thermore, this means that a complete understanding of the development of texts 
needs to be embedded in a holistic model that takes psychological and socio-histor-
ical realities seriously.888 
 Therefore, analyzing evidence of editorial techniques and describing how these 
were used constitutes only one part in understanding the creative efforts of ancient 
scribes. However, it should be highlighted that this is an immensely important part 
of the task. The vast majority of earlier studies have been either narrow text-critical 
work aiming at recovering some early text, or literary and redaction criticism concen-
trating only on one textual witness. The aim of text-historical work should be to de-
scribe what has happened to a text as truthfully as possible. To achieve this goal, we 
need a detailed understanding of how ancient scribes handled texts. This under-
standing can be best obtained from analyzing documented evidence beyond canon-
ical boundaries. These findings can be further applied to the assumed earlier changes 
in any text. Since the importance of Second Temple creative scribal work has turned 
out to be pivotal for the study of the Hebrew Bible, much future research is needed 
                                                     
887 Ward & Kolomyts 2010, 93. 
888 Even though the field of biblical studies has seen growth in these themes, there have been rela-
tively few attempts to integrate psychological and sociological perspectives into the study of scribal 
work or textual transmission. For one example, see Vroom (2016, 259–279) for an initial application 
of cognitive psychology of memory to the understanding of textual transmission, and specifically the 
copying error of haplography. Another example is the plea by Brooke (2014, 119–136) to integrate 
aspects from memory research to better understand the processes of rewriting.   
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6. Conclusions and Discussion 
This study presented an in-depth text-historical analysis of Josh 24 and related texts, 
which allowed a critical discussion of recent methodological issues in biblical studies. 
The overall aim was to describe ancient editorial processes in the light of docu-
mented evidence and refine the basic methodology of studying the textual and edi-
torial history of the Hebrew Scriptures. I will now recap the conclusions of this study 
and discuss its methodological implications. Finally, I will highlight some issues for 
future scholarship in the field. 
 
Documented evidence of changes in Josh 24 
At the end of the Second Temple period, the book of Joshua was circulating in differ-
ent textual forms. In this late period, it was still subjected to creative editing by vari-
ous groups seeking to update its message for their audiences. The principal witnesses 
for studying the editorial history of the book of Joshua are the MT, LXX, biblical and 
rewritten Dead Sea scrolls, and possibly the Samaritan sources.889 While these 
sources exhibit a high amount of unity, they also witness to the textual plurality of 
the book of Joshua in ancient Judaism. The principal witnesses for Josh 24 are the MT 
and the OG. My analysis of Josh 24 strengthened the text-critical view which posits 
that the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG presents a text that is mostly earlier than the MT. 
However, the OG also contains secondary readings which led to the conclusion that 
the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG and the proto-MT once split from a common arche-
typal text form. Even though the OG is closer to this archetype, every variant must 
be analyzed critically on its own merits.890 
 Secondary readings in the MT, revealed through a comparison with the OG, are 
not random, but exhibit ideological tendencies characterizing the proto-MT editing. 
First, there are nomistic tendencies seeking to align Josh 24 with the Pentateuch and 
the authority of Moses. One notable example is the proto-MT editing that corrected 
the meaning of the circumcision performed by Joshua at Gilgal (Josh 5:4–6) in the 
light of legal issues emerging from the Pentateuch.891 In Josh 24, this editing led to 
the omission of an earlier verse, preserved in the OG, commemorating the flint knives 
                                                     
889 See section 2. 
890 See section 3.5. 
891 See section 3.4.2.3. 
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with which the circumcision was performed (OG Josh 24:31a). The proto-MT editing 
also introduced Moses to Josh 24:5 through a minor addition, and aligned the death 
and burial account of Joshua with the death account of Moses (Deut 34:5–9).892 Sec-
ond, there is a harmonistic tendency to introduce elements to Josh 24 from the near 
context and other historical books. This is visible, for example, in the secondary har-
monization of the list of leaders in Josh 24:1 with the list in Josh 23:2, or the intro-
duction of several elements from 1 Sam 12 to Josh 24 which are missing from the 
OG.893 Overall, the documented cases of harmonization illustrate that at a late stage 
the ending of Joshua was brought closer to the books preceding and following it. 
Apparently, there was a need for creating larger literary complexes. Finally, not all 
secondary elements in the MT derive from wider editorial tendencies. There was 
much subtle editing that could have taken place on the spot when scribes were cop-
ying a new scroll. 
 The secondary elements in the Hebrew Vorlage of the OG are much more mod-
est, but also exhibit some ideological tendencies. The clearest case is the change of 
location from Shechem to Shiloh and the removal of the sanctuary at Shechem from 
the earlier text of Josh 24:26, motivated by anti-Samaritan tendencies.894 Some small 
secondary elements in the OG also reflect stylistic corrections and minor freedoms 
taken by the translator. Thus, while the OG generally represents the earlier text, the 
MT also witnesses to earlier readings. Both witnesses together illuminate the latest 
editing of Josh 24. 
 
The literary prehistory of Josh 24 
The documented evidence of editing pertaining to Josh 24 clearly illustrated two 
points that have implications for the study of the chapter’s earlier editorial history. 
First, the book of Joshua cannot be reliably used in critical scholarship without taking 
all the textual evidence into account. In light of this observation, I argued that some 
literary and redaction critical solutions should be ruled out or refined since they do 
not adequately consider the textual witnesses. Many literary and redaction critical 
models are based only on the MT. For example, it is questionable whether the death 
                                                     
892 See section 3.4.2.2. 
893 See section 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.3. 
894 See sections 3.2.2.2 and 3.3.2.4. 
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and burial accounts of Joshua in Josh 24:28–31 and Judg 2:6–9 at the seam of Joshua-
Judges can be used as evidence for an original connection between the books of 
Joshua and Judges, as a part of an early DtrH. The flexibility and movability of these 
verses in the textual witnesses demonstrates that it is equally possible that the death 
and burial account of Joshua originally served as a transition between Joshua and 
Judges, than it may have served as an ending to an early Exodus and conquest narra-
tive. The complex editing of these verses already visible in textual evidence makes it 
hard to use them as evidence in such compositional models. Since the textual evi-
dence already demands a complicated explanation, complex models of the editorial 
history easily lose their explanatory power.895 Second, textual evidence demon-
strates that Josh 24 has been heavily edited even at a very late stage. Therefore, the 
recent trend of regarding Josh 24 as late literary unity is unfounded.896 Since one has 
to assume several editorial intrusions to explain the textual evidence, it is probable 
that similar editing has also taken place of which documented evidence has not sur-
vived. It is also likely that the editing visible in the textual evidence is the work of 
several scribes, which further undermines the unity of the text.  
 The literary and redactional history of Josh 24, however, does not need to be 
rewritten. The model of a basic commitment narrative consisting of the earliest parts 
of Josh 24:1–2, 14–16, 18b, 22, and 28, which has been secondarily expanded at least 
in two stages, is also plausible in the light of text-critical evidence.897 First, this basic 
narrative is present both in the OG and the MT, illustrating that the textual material 
is not secondary. Second, several textual variants can be observed at the seams of 
the secondarily added units. They exhibit a motivation to better integrate the added 
material to Josh 24. Third, the assumed additions contain themes which have also 
been introduced to Joshua elsewhere, as witnessed by the textual evidence. In par-
ticular, the secondary addition of the fathers to Josh 24 is strengthened by the re-
writing witnessed by the OG in Josh 5:4–6, differentiating between the generation of 
the fathers and the present generation. The assumed additions in Josh 24 are also 
achieved with editorial techniques well attested by textual evidence elsewhere (e.g. 
additions, Wiederaufnahme, and revision through introduction). Fourth, some of the 
                                                     
895 See section 4.3.5. 
896 See section 4.3.2. 
897 See section 4.3.3. 
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assumed additions are missing from the Samaritan farewell speech of Joshua, provid-
ing additional evidence for the basic outlines of the literary-critical model.898 This il-
lustrates that the Samaritan material pertaining to the historical books needs to be 
researched more carefully.  
 The basic narrative of Josh 24, reconstructed with the help of textual and liter-
ary criticism, narrates the choice of the people to serve YHWH alone. It presents the 
commitment to divine kingship. This idea should be seen as a reception of several 
nomistic texts in Deuteronomy, and as a counterpart for the choice of a secular king 
at Shechem in texts such as Judg 9 and 1 Kgs 12. In this way, the basic text of Josh 24 
contributes to the criticism of monarchy which is distinctive to the nomistic Deuter-
onomists. Therefore, it is likely that the origin of Josh 24 should be attributed to the 
nomistic circles of the early Persian period. The text has been subsequently expanded 
and edited during the Second Temple period, and the latest stages of this editing are 
visible in the differing textual witnesses.899 Since this editing is also partly nomistically 
motivated, nomistic editing should not be connected with only one distinct redaction 
(such as DtrN), but should rather be seen as a recurring editorial motive from the 
Persian period onwards. The latest stages of this editing should probably be dated to 
the last two centuries BCE, as is reflected in the textual evidence.900 Hence, Josh 24 
is best described as a gradually evolving late nomistic text. 
 
Documented evidence of editorial techniques 
The analysis of the textual and editorial history of Josh 24 offered data on editorial 
techniques employed by ancient Second Temple scribes. The analysis of Josh 24 
demonstrated that book endings may have specifically attracted extensive editing 
during their transmission. While book endings may have grown substantially, they 
also seem to exhibit more complex editorial processes. 
 Quantitatively, addition is the most common technique attested by textual ev-
idence. The additions in Josh 24 often introduce new concepts to the text (e.g. the 
addition of Moses in Josh 24:5), or create intertextual links with other texts in the 
                                                     
898 See sections 4.3.3. 
899 See section 4.4.1. 
900 De Troyer 2003, 57. See also section 4.4.1 for a rough relative timeline. 
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Hebrew Bible (e.g. the secondary links to Deuteronomy in MT Josh 24:17). Large ad-
ditions were often made through repeating material already present in older texts, 
thus linking the new material more closely with the older material. Thus, docu-
mented evidence of editing corroborates that “foreign” concepts, contradictions, in-
tertextual links, and repetitions may sometimes be traces of earlier editing. These 
observations strengthen the literary-critical assumption that additions may be dis-
cerned to some degree even without variant versions. If scholars suspect that some-
thing has been secondarily added, they should look for these traces. It should be kept 
in mind, however, that single “traces of editing” may often be simply stylistic devices. 
For example, Wiederaufnahme can be a sign of earlier editing, or a stylistic device 
employed by an author. Therefore, the argument for additions should always be cu-
mulative. There must be several reasons for suspecting that something has been sec-
ondarily added. Even then, the probability of editing is usually lower than when deal-
ing with documented evidence of editing. Yet scholars of history should also be open 
to accepting a lower degree of probability in such cases. 
 It is important that radical editorial intrusions are present in the late textual 
witnesses. Transpositions, rewritings, and omissions at a late stage suggest that the 
latest editorial intrusions in the transmission of Josh 24 were not merely conserva-
tive. Omissions could be made, especially out of theological and ideological motiva-
tions. It is often assumed that at a late stage the text of Hebrew Bible was already so 
sacred and authoritative that nothing could be omitted. The evidence from Josh 24 
counters this claim. When theological value was placed upon texts, it did not lead 
only to conservative scribal practices. Josh 24 demonstrates that creative changes 
were made even to texts that present themselves as divine in their origin. Indeed, if 
the meaning of a text was regarded as sacred, it is only logical that scribes would 
sometimes have rewritten and deleted sections to make the text better serve the 
theological meanings imposed on it. It seems, then, that theological value was not 
placed on the immutability of the text, but rather on the tradition and meaning it was 
thought to represent. The text was important only as far as it witnessed to sacred 
traditions. 
 The examination of editorial processes in the light of documented evidence 
highlights the creativity of ancient scribes. Even though it is vital to try to better un-
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derstand scribal techniques, it cannot be assumed that scribes used them mechani-
cally. Creative human acts cannot be understood as predictable patterns that could 
be easily uncovered. While there are scribal habits whose examination provides op-
portunities for constructing hypotheses about editorial history not visible in variant 
versions, scholars should probably refrain from building overly rigid literary and re-
daction critical models. Textual scholarship should also not be done in a vacuum, and 
more collaboration is needed between specialists of different fields and methods. 
For instance, insight from the history of religion, archaeology, the cognitive science 
of religion, and social sciences might shed light on editorial practices. Even modern 
analogies or experimental research might illuminate the transmission of texts by an-
cient scribes. 
 
Signposts for the text-historical study of the Hebrew Bible 
I will now turn to discussing the methodological implications of these conclusions in 
light of the questions posed in the introduction. Much of biblical research aims at 
answering the historical question: what has happened to a text over time? Text is 
understood as an abstract concept. It refers to a certain arrangement of words as 
attested by continuity in the ways that words have been arranged in various physical 
sources. It is assumed that there are abstract compositions that surpass physical lim-
itations and time. Such compositions are, for example, the book of Joshua, 2 Macca-
bees, and the Epic of Gilgamesh. As with any academic paradigm, several epistemo-
logical assumptions are made, which will not be discussed here.901 
 Traditionally, the historical development of texts has been studied by separat-
ing the methods of textual, literary, and redaction criticism. As illustrated by the anal-
ysis in this study, the conventional separation between these methods must be ques-
tioned. As the amount of physical evidence for continuity and discontinuity regarding 
various texts has grown, many methodological assumptions have been outdated. 
First, it can probably be assumed that the editorial processes explored in textual, lit-
erary, and redaction criticism are essentially similar.902 Second, due to the pluri-
formity of versions in the early history of several Judeo-Christian texts, it is now clear 
                                                     
901 For a discussion of key epistemological issues in textual criticism see Hendel 2016, 101–147.  
902 This is certainly also since it is difficult, or perhaps impossible, to differentiate between the roles 




that the early history of these texts cannot be described in a unilinear fashion. When 
aiming at unbiased research, one should refrain from using terms that assume a un-
ilinear development of texts, or an anachronistic and community-specific view of a 
canon (e.g. “final text” or “original text”).903 
 Instead of defining the exact relationships between methods, I would prefer 
calling the whole endeavor text-historical research. The aim of text-historical re-
search is to investigate how certain compositions have changed and stayed the same 
over time. Such research can illuminate various historical realities behind the socie-
ties of the scribes that created these texts. Text-historical research begins with a 
careful examination of all available textual witnesses. Once the unique features of 
specific textual witnesses (e.g. LXX and its revisional history) have been established, 
one can proceed to sorting out the relationships between various witnesses to a text. 
The aim is not just to discover the earliest textual form, but to explain the history of 
a text as extensively as possible. In other words, text-historical research begins with 
building a diachronic model of the historical development of a text based on docu-
mented evidence of editing. 
 The second phase of text-historical research is an examination of the earlier 
editorial history of a text which is not attested by variant versions. Based on insights 
gained from textual evidence, it is possible to reconstruct literary developmental 
stages in the history of a text with a lower degree of possibility. Since the probabilities 
for reliably recovering this prehistory of a text are lower than in the first phase of 
text-historical research, it is often necessary to suggest alternative models and eval-
uate their explanatory powers. This phase in text-historical research will certainly re-
main more disputed, and many scholars will refrain from it. However, I would argue 
that both stages of text-historical research are necessary if one wishes to use texts 
critically in literary research, or utilize them as sources for studying historical events 
behind the texts. 
 Finally, while the two phases of text-historical research reflect to some degree 
a practical separation between textual criticism and literary/redaction criticism, both 
                                                     
903 This does not mean that one should not describe the temporal relationship of readings. A reading 
might well be earlier or secondary in relation to another reading. However, in academia one should 
refrain from any value judgments when making these descriptive hypotheses. 
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phases benefit from these methods. Literary and redactional history cannot be stud-
ied reliably without taking all the textual witnesses into account, and sometimes tex-
tual witnesses are best explained in the light of assumed earlier editorial processes. 
In addition, text-historical research should openly discuss insights from history of re-
ligion, archaeology, psychology, sociology, anthropology, philosophy, and several 
other academic disciplines. Consequently, methods are only tools in text-historical 
research, and they should not dictate working procedures or scholarly identities. 
 
Issues for future research 
This study has revealed at least three areas that need more research in the future. 
First, the textual witnesses to the book of Joshua need to be examined more care-
fully. Since the OG has proved a valuable witness, there is a great need for the Göt-
tingen critical edition of the book of Joshua. This is accompanied with a need to study 
the translation technique and revisions of LXX Joshua in more depth. For instance, 
the value of the L group and the Old Latin in Joshua is an issue still far from settled. 
While it is valuable to study LXX Joshua in its own right, these areas also carry major 
implications for uncovering the editorial history of the book of Joshua. Moreover, the 
rewritten Joshua scrolls and the Samaritan Joshua texts should be examined more 
carefully. This could not only provide more information on the early textual history 
of the book of Joshua, but also on the various editorial processes utilized by the com-
munities responsible for the creation of these texts. 
 Second, as illustrated by my analysis of Josh 24, there is a growing need to re-
search the editorial history of individual texts in the light of differing textual wit-
nesses. There are several key texts that are used in reconstructions of the history of 
ancient Israel, but whose literary and redaction critical models are based solely on 
the MT. In this respect, there is still much basic research to do on the book of Joshua, 
but another important literary whole is Samuel-Kings, which holds many claims on 
the history of Israel. For example, in the book of Kings, many central texts are pre-
served in multiple forms. In these instances, the analysis of documented evidence 
can be complex but fruitful.904 Another important group of texts that have not been 
                                                     
904 For example, the burning of Jerusalem is depicted in 2 Kgs 25:8–12, Jer 52:12–16, Jer 39:8–10, 2 
Chr 36:19–20, and 1 Esd 1:52–54. Many of these differ between the OG and the MT. See, for example, 
Müller, Pakkala & Haar Romeny 2014, 109–125. 
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sufficiently studied from this point of view are the poetic texts of the Hebrew Bible. 
For instance, 2 Sam 22 and Ps 18 reflect the same text, however in different forms in 
the MT, the OG, and the revisions of the OG. An examination of the editing of poetic 
texts in the light of the documented evidence would provide additional insights into 
how various editorial processes were utilized in different genres. 
 Third, more studies are needed focusing extensively on specific editorial tech-
niques. The study on omissions by Pakkala, and the study on revision through intro-
duction by Milstein are important representatives of this future trend. Such studies 
should not focus solely on the canonical books or Hebrew sources, but should illumi-
nate ancient editorial processes more widely in a comparative manner. For example, 
there is still no in-depth study on the editorial technique of addition. It is well known 
that additions and expansions have regularly taken place in ancient Near Eastern lit-
erature and the textual history of the Bible. There is plenty of documented evidence 
of the usage of addition as an editorial technique. A broad examination of this evi-
dence would illuminate quantitative and qualitative aspects of the usage of this edi-
torial technique. This would, in turn, also help in discerning secondary additions in 
the editorial history of texts which are not attested by variant versions. 
 Finally, uncovering the creative work of ancient scribes should be done by for-
mulating more creative research questions. In addition to basic textual research, in-
sights from fields such as sociology and psychology could provide innovative ways of 
approaching the old evidence. I would especially like to see more studies where in-
sights gained from the rapidly growing cognitive science of religion would be applied 
to theories concerning ancient textual transmission. Since we are dealing with the 
remains of creative human effort, it would be worth trying to better understand the 
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